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ABSTRACT
A STUDY OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF MINORITY
ADMINISTRATORS CONCERNING THEIR LEADERSHIP
STATUS USING THE NATIONAL URBAN FELLOWS
AS A SAMPLE POPULATION
1979
James A. Scruggs, B.S., Alabama Agricultural and Machinical
College, M.S., Southern Connecticut State College., M.A.
,
Occidental University, Ed . D
.
,
University of Massachusettes
Directed by: Dr. Barbara J. Love
This study was made to determine the perceived status of
minority administrators, using the National Urban Fellows
as a sample population. The National Urban Fellows consisted
of a group of administrators selected and trained in a pro-
gram sponsored by Yale University, The National League of
Cities /Conference of Mayors and the Ford Foundation. They
were working as administrators in many states in the United
States and Puerto Rico.
The data was collected using a questionnaire which was de-
signed and approved by a panel of experts in the field. The
questionnaire obtained questions which sought answers in
three specific areas:
1. To what degree does the minority administrator per
ceive the "quota" system influencing his/her employment?
2. To what degree does the mniority administrator per
ceive that he/ she is respected as a leader by peers and
other employees?
vi
t3. To what degree does the minority administrator per-
ceive his/her power to:
a. develop and implement policies
b. participate in decision-making meetings
c. prepare budgets
d. prepare job descriptions
e. select staff
f. prepare proposals for program operation
g. terminate staff
h. promote staff
i. "recuite minority staff
The sample population consisted of an ethnic distribution
which included Black
,
Spanish surnamed, American Indian,
Hawaiian, and white administrators. There were eighty one
percent males and nineteen percent females in the sample.
These administrators worked at the three levels of local,
state and federal. The educational spectrum covered high
school diploma to the possession of a doctorate. The average
years of experience was 7.1 years and the range was less than
one year to twenty one years. The salary range was from
$14,999 or below to $30,000 or above.
The findings may be listed in ten items. The minority admin-
istrators :
1. perceived the existance of a "minority quota"
vii
<system in hiring.
2. are employed in organizations serving high per-
centages of minorities,
3. are sponsored by whites in getting a position,
4. report to a high percentage of white supervisors,
5. perceive less respect from peers and other em-
ployees than whites,
6. perceive less participation in decision-making
than whites,
7. perceive less power and authority in the development
J
and implimentation of policies than whites,
3. perceive less influence in staff hiring and termin-
ation of staff than whites,
9. perceive less influence in budget making than whites,
10. perceive less influence in preparing job descrip-
tions than whites.
viii
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He is rejected by trade unions, of every trade, and
refused work while he lives, and burial when he dies,
and yet he is asked to forget his color, and forget
that which everybody else remembers. If he offers
himself to a builder as a mechanic, to a client as a
lawyer, to a firm as a physician, to a college as
a professor, to a firm as a clerk, to a government
department as an agent, or an officer, he is stern-
ly met on the color line, and his claim to consi-
deration in some way is disputed on the ground of
color."
Frederick Douglass, 1883
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The largest minority in the United States today are the ap-
proximately 25 million citizens reported to be Black Americans.^
Their participation in the nation's power and economic structure
is reported to be less than equitable according to their
2
representation in the total population. The pursuit of equity
is the continuing preoccupation of this ethnic group.
One of the largest businesses in the United States today is
that of education. Robert H. McBridge (1976) states:
^United States Bureau of the Census, 1975.
2U S Bureau of Labor Statistics, Handbook of Labor
Statistics. Annual, and Employment and Earnings Montn.y,
(May ,1971)
.
2The fraction of the gross national product (GNP)
allocated to education has doubled in the past
quarter century to between 7.5% and 8% of the
total. Combined domestic governmental expendi-
tures exceed 25% of the GNP, and all public ex-
penditures, including defense, make up about 33%
of the total.
Education is inherently a large employer of people. It is
also an important leadership arena. The leadership in the
institution of education touches all levels of government
and further serves the foundation for all other institutions.
The education administrator is the manager of such things as
finance, politics, human resources, building and contracting,
public media; and produces a product--students . Thus, he or
she is related to all other administrators/ leaders
,
both
public and private. The equity or inequity of employment in
the public and private business of education is a real in-
terest to minorities.
Everette E. Abney (1976) states in the summary of his report
The survey of Florida's sixty-seven (67) school
districts indicates that the professional status
in 1975 of those black public school principals
employed in Florida during the 1964-65 term had
undergone erratic change. The change, collec-
tively, is a sordid example of a form of social
inequity that is the result of long-standing
racial prejudice.
2
1 Robert H. McBride, "Where Will the Money Come From?
Financing Education through 1980-81," Phi Delta Kappan ,
(November 1976)
,
2 Everette E. Abney, A Survey of Black Public School
Principals Employed in Florida During the 1964-65 School
Term, (1976)
.
3This finding does not speak well for the intent to conform
to equity in employment in this leadership role. It is
useful that a pursuit of leadership in education is not set
aside from the pursuit of leadership positions in the eco-
nomic system at large. Further, it must be noted that the
pursuit of leadership, which includes that of educational
leadership, is in truth, the pursuit of power.
That the government of the United States is constitutionally
founded on the ideal of human equity, but is run on power,
has been a basic preoccupation of historians. The dilemma
of power versus ideals is not new.
Kenneth B. Clark (1966), states in part:
This dilemma is focused in America particular-
ly because America has dared to attempt to de-
velop a political system, which is essentially
a power system, on the basis of ideals. This
attempt has tended-^to sharpen the dilemma and
the contradiction.
This dilemma, one cannot help but feel, is the total experi-
ence of the black man as he tries to secure a role in the
system using a strategy based on the belief and expectation
that: 1) the ideal expressed in the U.S. Constitution is
real, and 2) the document of the ideal will be enforced by
the law.
1 Kenneth B. Clark, The Dilemma of Power, 1966.
4This expectation is thoroughly contrasted when reading
Reinhold Neibuhr (1932), who states in part:
It is hopeless for the Negro to expect com-
plete emancipation from the menial social and
economic position into which the white man hasforced him, merely by trusting in the moral
sense of the race.
. .However large the number
of individual white men who do and will iden-
tify themselves completely with the Negro
cause, the white race in America will not
admit the Negro to equal rights if it is not
forced to do so. Upon that point one may
speak with a dogmatism which ail history jus-
tifies
.
1
It is a fact that the United States' system of law is a sys-
tem of jurisprudence basically underpinned with judgement
made by peers. This is exemplified in the U.S. trial by
jury. These peers are mostly white.
It is useful to recall a typical case in this process of law
administration in order to set the black man's expectations
in perspective:
In Alabama in 1976 a black boy with a bad cut
on his arm went to a white physician for me-
dical treatment. The physician stitched up
the arm, but on finding that the boy had no
immediate way to pay, removed the stitches
and discharged the bey. The boy went to a
second physician who stitched the wound for
the second time. The boy sued the first
white physician and an all-white jury award-
ded the boy twenty dollars--the price of the
second physician's fee.
1 Reinhold Neibuhr, Moral Man and Immoral Society . New
York, London: C. Scribner's Sons, 1932
,
pp . 252-253
.
Tallahassee Democrat, (October 12, 1976).
5This exemplifies the obstacles that our system of jurispru-
dence may bring to the black man's access to justice under
the law: the offender was white, the jury was white, and
the decision was white. Further, in this example, we see
the individual racism of the doctor and the institutional
racism of the system of jurisprudence.
For the black man in the United States, the attempted exer-
cise of real power, although it is that of limited war, has
been tried and dealt with.^ Life (1970) described the ty-
pical attitude in dealing with limited war (violent protest)
when it recorded:
A Chicago sergeant speaks for many when he argues
,
"I don't say cops should have a hunting license to
shoot people (referring to the Black Panther move-
ment)
,
but when anybody--I don't care what his co-
lor--starts screaming kill the pig cops or tries
to start a revolution, he belongs in jail. And
when they start to shooting police they sure as
hell are going to get shot back."
More than nineteen Panthers were reported killed in this
3limited war.
The decisive way in which the Black Panther Party and the
Black Power Movement was brought to a conclusion may be
ample evidence that force is the least feasiole of the
A. M. Lee and N. D. Humphrey, Race Riot , New York, 1934.
2
Life, Vol . 66, No. 4, (February 6, 1970), p. 80.
3 Ibid
.
6methods whereby blacks may achieve control over their poli-
tical, economic, and social destiny.
A Newsweek survey (1969) asked the question, "Do you think
have more to gain or more to lose by resorting to
violence? Fifteen to eighteen percent of the respondents
said yes, they had more to gain; while sixty-five to sixty-
seven percent responded no, they had more to lose.
1
The
ultimate form of force left to mortals is war, and the
greatest military machine in the world is possessed by the
United States' government.
In the United States' free enterprise system, it is said that
to be a true part of the system one must own a piece of the
business of enterprise. However, Ferdinand Lundberg (1968)
states in part:
Most adult Americans in the quasi-affluent so-
ciety of today, successors to the resourceful
(and wholly imaginative) Americano of Walt
Whitman's lush fantasy, are nothing more than
employees .
^
If this is the case, then the art of work/ employment may be
the important cornerstone of Black survival in the system
of material things. A person's status is measured by the
1 William Brink and Louis Harris, "Black and White: A
Study of U.S. Racial Attitudes Today," Newsweek, 1969.
2 Ferdinand Lundberg, The Rich and Super Rich , 1968.
7number or amount of materials he/ she has acquired; therefore
employment and the power to employ is axiomatic in acquiring
status of the group as a whole. In a racist system, the
power to employ is the power to include or exclude people or
groups of people in the economic system.
1
Sidney H. Willhelm
and Edmin H. Powell (1964)
,
state in part:
In the late 1940's, the non-white unemployment
rate was about sixty percent larger than that
for whites--in 1948, the unemployment rate for
non-whites was 5.2 percent and for whites, 3.2
percent. By 1954, the non-white race of un-
employment was twice that of whites--8.9 per-
cent for non-white compared to 4.5 percent for
white. In 1962, it was almost 2.5 times great-
er-eleven percent against 4.5 percent. This
disproportionate growth in Negro unemployment
took place in spite of a narrowing difference
in education; further, three out of four non-
farm negro male workers are in unskilled or
semi-skilled occupations compared to one out
of three for Anglos.
It was reported in 1975 that the unemployment rate of blacks
3
was 13.7 percent against 7.9 percent for whites. This in-
dicated that minorities in the existing organizational sys-
tem must aspire to leadership, which would permit him to em-
ploy; and to this end he must perfect and direct his exper-
tise
.
1
H. A. Bullark, "Racial Attitude and the Employment of
Negroes," Journal of Sociology , Vol. 56, (March 1951), pp
.
448-457.
^ Sidney M. Willhelm and Edmin H. Powell, Trans -Act ion
Magazine, Washington University, St. Louis, Mo. 7 (September
and October 1964), pp . 3-6.
3 u. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Earnings
,
1975.
Employment and
8Education administration/ leadership is as much a business as
any other institution. The education administrator should
have the power to employ, develop and implement policies,
prepare budgets, influence job descriptions, purchase goods,
and deliver services. This is certainly the same responsi-
bility assumed by administrators in other institutions.
Therefore, an examination of minorities in administrative
positions, including education, should yield information
which is applicable to the art of survival for all adminis-
trators
.
Statement of the Problem
This study examined the degree to which minority adminis-
trators perceived that they had the power to impact on the
organization in which they are position holders in certain
specific areas. The primary purpose of this study was to
assess the status of minority administrators/ leaders in the
nation today using a sample population that consisted of
participants in the National Urban Fellows Program.
Specific Research Questions
The two research questions of this study were: 1) to deter-
mine the perceptions of minority administrators on the in-
fulence of hiring employemnt goals or "quotas" on the hiring
9of minorities
,
end 2) to determine the perceived degree of
control minorities have over carrying out the related job
responsibilities. The specific questions this study sought
to answer were
:
1. To what degree does the minority administrator per-
ceive the "quota" system influencing his/her employment?
2. To what degree does the minority administrator per-
ceive that he/ she is respected as a leader by peers and
other employees?
3. To what degree does the minority administrator per-
ceive his/her power to:
a. develop and implement policies
b. participate in decision-making meetings
c. prepare budgets
d. prepare job descriptions
e. select staff
f. prepare proposals for program operation
g. terminate staff
h. promote staff
i. recruit minority staff
Design of the Instrument
The data were collected in the form of the questionnaire given
in appendix A. The rationale for selecting this method of in-
formation gathering was based on the fact that the subjects
were located all over the United States and Puerto Rico. Therefore,
10
a questionnaire was the only practical method of collecting
information on subjects located in a large geographical area.
questions for the instrument were selected in a process
that included the review of a panel of experts in the field,
fhis panel included Ulysses Horne, Ed. D.
,
Regional Director,
Compensatory Education, Florida State Department of Educa-
tion; Dorsey Miller, B. S., M. S.
,
Regional Coordinator, Mi-
grant Education, Florida State Department of Education;
Phillip Johnson, Executive Director, Black Bar Association;
and Richard Fairley, Ed.D.
,
Division Chief, Compensatory
Education, United States Office of Education.
This reviewed list of questionnaire items were then revised
to include questions considered relevant by the group and to
delete those deemed inappropriate. The wording of the ques-
tions was designed, first, in consideration of looking at
things from the respondents' point of view. All qusetions
were designed for ease of answering ' and to avoid high time
consumption on the part of the respondents. In other words,
the group tried at all times to maintain what Festinger and
Katz have called "respondent orientation"^ in the presenta-
tion of the questionnaire form. The questionnaire was de-
signed to be direct and to avoid bias at all times.
^ Leon Festinger and David Katz, eds .
,
Research Methods
in the Behavioral Sciences , New York: Dryden Press , 1953.
11
The procedure then involved the organization of the questions
into clear-cut categories via circumstances affecting employ-
ment, impressions of the job once employed, level of employ-
ment, i.e. federal, state, and local; and demographic data
for the purpose of classification.
The first portion of the questionnaire explained the purpose
of the questionnaire, the organization of the instrument,
and procedures to assure confidentially and anonymity. The
remainder of the questionnaire was divided into three major
parts: Part I - Circumstances Affecting Employment; Part II-
Impressions of the Job; and Part III - Identifying Information
for Subject Classification.
The rational for this organization of the questionnaire was
to establish categories of employment for the population.
This would, in effect, give some indication of the degree
to which there are or are not obstacles to the employment
of minorities. It would futher, by implication, give an indi-
cation of the atmosphere that may be expected once employment
is secured.
The second set of questions was designed to characterize the
degree to which a minority is able to execute his/her job re-
sponsibilities and affect the working lives of more minorities.
This series of questions also, by implication, would give in-
formation on the effectiveness of minority adminis trauors
.
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The final set of question was designed to gather informa-
tion that would permit characterization of the subject.
This characterization would facilitate the classification
of the information in order to determine if there was agree-
ments among groups of individuals.
Population for the Study
The population selected for this study was the graduates
of the National Urban Fellows Program between 1969-1976.
This was a program designed to train minority administrators
and was sponsored by the National League of Cities/Conference
of Mayors and Yale University, and the Ford Foundation. The
program trained approximately one hundred fifty-three minori-
ty administrators at many levels of government in many areas
of the United States, including Colorado, Washington, D.C.,
New York, Arizona, California, Georgia, Washington, New Jer-
sey, Florida, Missouri, Louisiana, New Mexico, South Caro-
lina, Wisconsin, Texas, Maryland, Arkansas, Massachusetts,
Illinois, Hawaii, Oklahoma, Kansas, Connecticut, Alabama,
Virginia, Oregon, Michigan, and Puerto Rico. A list of these
minority administrators is located in Appendix B.
These fellows were employed at the federal, state, and local
levels, They were employed in education, community develop-
ment, university foundations, elected positions, consulting
firms, and private enterprise. This populations was
,
there-
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fore, a varied sampling of minority administrators in the
United States.
The ethnic backgrounds of the population were: 59.7% Black,
9.0% White, 22.4% Spanish Surnamed, 6.0% American Indian, and
3.0% Hawaiian. There were 80.6% male and 19.4% female respon-
dents. The average years of experience as an administrator
was 7.1 years. The range of experience was from one to
twenty-one years. The sample indicated that: 20.9% made
over $30 , 000 per year, 32.0% made between $25,000 and
$29,999 per year, 28. 4% -made between $20,000 nad $24,999
per year, 14.9% made between $15,000 and $19,999 per year,
and 3
. 07o made $14,999 or less per year. The median age was
30 years.
Analysis of the Data
The data for this study were collected on a questionnaire
which was analyzed and compared according to such variables
as sex, race, education service level of responsibility.
Anecdotal comments were placed in general categories and
compared among groups.
The following statistical procedures were applied to test
the study's major hypothesis:
1. Subjects were assigned to one of six designated
ethnic groups— Black, Spanish surnamed, White, American
Indian and Hawaiian.
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2. In the absence of any significant interaction terms
between the five independent variables of sex, race, salary
range, type of funds paying salary, and employment level,
calculations were made of the mean, standard deviation and
variance of each independent variable.
3. The nineteen questions related to perceived adminis-
trative power were divided into three levels: a total score of
19-44 = low, 45-68 = average, and 69-95 = high. A Chi-square
test was used to determine statistical significance
,
>
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study were .related primarily to the
dimensions of breadth, depth, and design. Limitations related
to the time period were also recognized. The breadth was
limited to minorities trained in the Urban Fellows Program
between the years 19 69 and 19 76. The depth of the study was
limited to perceptions of the sample population as they responded
to a questionnaire.
In terms of design, one of the limitations of the study was the
fact that it dealt with the status of the sample population
as perceived by the respondents themselves. No real measure of
power or control was attempted. In the absence of a set of
common quantificable objectives against which to measure the
ability of the respondents to control his/her job responsibilities,
perceived control is the measure used. The investigator
15
selected a central set of questions to determine the perceived
status of the population in the three areas listed in the
Design of the Study" section. The restricted sample size
was due to selection of a group of administrators with one
common training experience.
The time period of the study covered the experiences of the
sample population in the years between 1969 and 1977.
Questions can be raised about the genalizability of the
findings beyond the sample, as it did not purport to be a random
sample of all minority administrators in the United States.
It is argued that this was a particularly relevant sample
population because of the common training experience in which
they participated and because of the diversity of their current
leadership/administrative experience
.
Significance of the Study
The significance of the study lies in the possibility of con-
tributing to the store of information regarding the percep
tions of minorities about the expectations of employment
opportunities in the United States today. By extension, it
has the possibility of providing information which will allow
minorities to function with more confidence in the present
American system.
16
Since the education administrator has as his/her mission the
management of a large and organic, evolving business, this
study may aid him or her, as a minority, to better manage the
political process of achieving goals and objectives. Under-
standings which are perceived to be particular to the minority
administrator provide an important data base for the curricula
of universities that train administrators for the business of
education
.
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CHAPTER II
BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM
There are at least three basic categories of administrative/
leadership positions to which minorities may aspire: 1) pri-
vate industry, 2) civic leadership, characterized by civil
service, elected officials, and program administrators, and
3) ecclesiastical leadership or movements centered around the
church. It is useful to discuss each of these three catego-
ries in this chapter in order to establish a perspective from
which to analyze and compare the perceptions that are given
by the respondents to the questionnaire. Each category,
although seemingly unique is, in reality highly, similar in
that all minorities in each have the common bond of functioning
in a culture of racism.
General Factors Effecting Employment of Minorities
For minorities the "quota system" may be the usual entrance
into the world of work, both public and private. This may be
particularly true when minorities aspire for leadership
positions in administration/management
.
In a previous survey by this author, 102 Black administrators
from 12 states responded "yes" 60% of the trme to the question,
"From your observation and knowledge, are your employed to
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fulfill a quota?" It is useful to record that the concept
of the "quota system" was precipitated by the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and supported by Titles VI and VII of that act.
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 stipulates that
no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin, be denied the benefits of, cr be subjected to discri-
mination under any program or activity receiving Federal as-
sistance. Title VII bans discrimpination in employment be-
cause of race, religion, sex, or national origin. This ban
on discrimination addresses employment in both the public and
private sectors.
Based on the mandate for non-discriminatory employment prac-
tices, private industry and government were required to take
what is termed "affirmative action" in hiring minorities. -
The concept of "affirmative action" gave rise to the "quota
system." In other words, minorities were actively recruited
for positions with the intent to reach and maintain target
levels
.
1James A. Scruggs, "How Black Administrators View Their
Status Today," Phi Delta Kappan, (April 1977)
.
2United States Commission on Civil Rights Statement on
Affirmative Action, Clearinghouse Publication 54, (October
1977) .
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The United States Commission on Civil Rights "Statement on
Affirmative Action" records:
The aspiration of the American people is for a
"color blind" society, one that "Neither knows
nor tolerates classes among citizens"... The
concept of affirmative action has arisen from
this inescapable conclusion. The justification
for affirmative action to secure equal access
to the job market lies in the need to overcome
the effects of past discrimination by the ,
employers
,
unions
,
colleges
,
and universities
. .
.
Most of the time, the quota placements are limited to those
positions which are either staff personnel/consultants which
are without line administrator clout in the system, or to
those positions which serve mainly minorities.
Again, the minority's entrance into leadership is found to
be through an already established quota or else he/she must
convince the system of the necessity of a quota. In this
manner, the Black man serves an an interventionist.
Argyris (1973) defines this process as:
To intervene is to enter into an ongoing
system of relationships, to come between
or among persons , groups , things , or ob-
jects for the purpose of helping them.
^-United States Commission on Civil Rights Statement on
Affirmative Action.
2Chris Argyris, Intervention Theory and Method,
(Reading,
Mass .
:
Addison -Wes ley Publishing Co., 1973)
.
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There is an important implicit assumption in this definition
that should be made more explicit, which is that the system
exists independently of the intervenor. Argyris further ex-
plains that:
There are many reasons one might wish to in-
tervene. These reasons may range from helping
the clients to make their own decisions about
the kind of direction they need to follow, to
coercing the system (clients) .to do what the
intervenor wishes them to do.
The latter, coercing of the system is the exercise of the
conspiracy that the minorities must pursue.
If minority administrators are to use conspiracy/coercing as
their tool of ingress into the system, they must realize that
conspiracy is the least successful tactic they can use to
gain power and leadership. History shows that there have
been many conspiracies, but few have been successful. To con-
spire, one cannot act alone. The conspirator must find com-
panions, and to do so, he must look among the discontented for
his followers. In order to find these discontented, he must
disclose his plans.
This process of coercing the system is exemplified in the case
history of the process in which a minority was placed in the
position of Bureau Chief, Supportive Services, Florida State
^Ibid
.
21
Department of Education (1976).^ First, the necessity of
the 'quota" was brought to public attention by an article in
the Miami Times (1976), 2 entitled "State Department of
Education Lily White." Secondly, the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People, the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference and, the Urban League insisted that a
Black was appointed to the position. This conspiracy/coercing
resulted in the appointing of the first Black Bureau Chief
in the history of the Florida State Department of Education.
It must be noted that the Blacks
,
who were the organizers of
this process and also employed by the Florida State Department
of Education had to solicit companions who were also Black and
discontented. Although the process resulted in the appointing
of a Black to the position, the Black leaders of the conspiracy
did not receive the position because among their fellow
companions were those who disclosed the plans and the names
of the conspirators
.
The Reverend C. K. Steele, pastor of the Bethel Baptist Church,
Tallahasssee
,
Florida, and leader of the civil rights movement
in the 50' s and 60' s stated the following concerning the
process of coercing the system:
1
James A. Scruggs
in the World of Work,
< 19777.
,
unpublished Book, The Blacks Survival
submitted to Exposition Press, Inc.
2
"State Department of Education Lily White, Miami
Times
(March 1976) .
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We were always plagued with members of our
group carrying information of our plans to
the white man downtown. They always felt
that the white man would be good to them
if they kept them informed of our plans.
There were many cases where members of our
group were fired from their jobs or did not
receive raises because of their affilication
with the civil rights struggle in our city.
We were all afraid. Things are about the
same today. White-^olks will fire Blacks
if they speak out.
It is essential at this point to state a rule for this coali-
tion of conspirators. This type of coalition may be the
weakest of all coalitions. It may, therefore, be called the
"coalition of vulnerability." The strength of this coalition
is inversely proportional to the number of conspirators. The
greater the membership in the conspiracy, the more vulnerable
the whole group becomes. This is because the probability of
having a "Tom" or a "Judas" in the group increases with the
number of members in the coalition.
Private Industry
In private enterprise, a minority could either own a business
or assist in the administration and management of a business.
Both may be cosidered leadership situations. The activity
x
Interview with Reverend K. C. Steele, pastor of the
Bethel Baptist Church, Tallahassee, Florida, President of the
Inner-City Council (a prominent civil rights organization) ,
and Vice President of the Southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference , (May 1977).
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of minorities as administrator/leaders in big corporate enter
prises could be a significant vehicle for the employment of
more minorities throughout the business strata. However,
Raphael F. Nevins and Andrew Merrymen stated in 1969:
One recent study shows that there are cur-
rently fewer than thirty Black corporate
executives earning more than $130,000 per
year. Due to what is known as "the middle
management barrier," most Blacks in cor-
porations never-, rise above the lower ma-
nagement level.
This indicates that private business is not yet a high
employer of Blacks in leadership positions.
Brimmer (1977) describes the ownership of private businesses
2by Blacks as essentially an ordeal. Further, the limitations
of the Black private enterprise market was described in a re-
cent survey by the magazine Black Enterprise (1977)
:
. . .many (Black) companies found that the time-
honored combination of the black businessman
serving the BJ^ack community was still a sig-
nificant one.
^Ralph F. Nevins and Andrew Merrymen, "The Search for
Black Management," MBA
,
III, 7(1969), p. 9
2
“Brimmer, "The Ordeal of the Black Businessman, " News -
week
,
(March 4, 1968).
3
"The Black Enterprise 1001: An Overview," Black Enter -
prise
,
(June 1977), pp . 58-77
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In other words, the markets of Black businesses are yet li
mited primarily to the Black community.
A further analysis of Black enterprise by Milton Moskowitz
(1977) shows:
1. The largest Black-owned company remains
Hollywood-based Motown Industries, even though
it has lost many of its recording starts. It
still has Diana Ross and Stevie Wonder. Black
Enterprise places its sales at $50 million-!
year, which is about what CBS does in a week.
2. Of the 100 largest Black-owned companies,
no fewer than thirty-seven are car dealers.
One of the, Dick Gidron Cadillac of the
Bronx, New York, ranks as the 11th largest
Black-owned company with annual sales of
$12.1 million.
3. Only a handful of Black companies made a
product. Most are retail or service businesses
where the capital requirements and employees
are low.
4. The largest Black owned retail business is
Fedco Foods, a New York* City supermarket chain.
Fedco does $37 million a year. The Safeway gro-
cery chain does that amount of business in less
than two days
.
5. The 100 largest Black-owned companies had
a combined sales of $775 million last year.
The Clorox Company has higher sales than that
and only ranks as the 407th largest company in
the nation.
6. The largest Black-owned bank is Chicago's
Independent Bank. It closed out in 1976 with
deposits of $52 million, which is puny not only
beside the $60 million of deposits held by the
Bank of America, but beside the $630 million of
deposits lodged with Miami ' s Pan American which
ranks are the nation's 200th largest commercial
bank
.
25
7. The largest Black-owned insurance company isNorth Carolina Mutual Life Insurance of Durham.
It has $2.7 billion of insurance in force. At
least ten companies in the life insurance indus-
try wrote that amount of new insurance last year.
This article suggests a low level of Black business activity.
Moreover, it is important to note that the one hundred top Black
businesses in the U. S. employ a total of only 8,010 workers,
or an average of 80 per company. The range is 7 to 450. This
is suggested to be unimpressive in the area of Blacks being
able to employ others.
The status of minority administrators in the private corpo-
rate structure is described by William H. Quay (1969) who
states
:
Negroes are almost non-existant in this criti-
cal occupation category, which includes all le-
vels of management from first-line supervision
to the very top executive positions and profes-
sionals. Most Negroes in this grouping are at
the first level of supervision, working as plant
foremen in charge of racially-mixed work crews,
but probably not directing all-white units...
The highest managerial levels achieved by Negro
workers are usually in employer relations and
scientific research departments ... there is
not one Negro in the top management of 2any ma-jor chemical firm known to the author.
'"Milton Moscowitz, "Black Capitalism: It Cuts Small Pieces
of the Pie," The Florida Times Union , Jacksonville Journal, (Sun-
day, July 24, 1977) , p. HI.
2
William H. Quay, The Negro in the Chemical Industry ,
(Philadelphia, 1969), p. 36.
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It may be noted that although private industry is the em-
ployer of the highest number of the U. S. population, minor-
ities have been essentially absent in leadership positions.
Therefore a look at the public employment sector is useful.
Civic Leadership
The civic administrators/leaders considered in this paper are
generally those in public service. These leaders work in po-
sitions usually financed by such public funds as local, State,
and Federal taxes. Significant numbers of minorities fall into
this category and work in programs financed by Federal funds. 1
Some are classified as civil service employess. Education
administrators also fit this category by the service they give
to public and private education. There are other civic admi-
nistrators/leaders who hold positions in such organizations
as foundations and other private, non-profit institutions.
The common factor of all civic administrators is that they
produce public services which are, at many times, set forth
by law
.
An article in the Capital Outlook (1977) states;
H’ernon Jordan, Speech before the National Urban League
Conference, 1975.
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Overall ... about 51 percent of all male Black
college graduates are employed by governments--
either Federal, state or local, compared to
about 25 percent of college-educated white
males
.
This may indicate that one of the most important arenas for
minorities is public services, i.e., local, state and Federal
governments
.
The mandates of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had major impli-
cations for employment in the civic or public sector. This
Act, compounded with the process of desegregation as precipi-
tated by Court decision, created a complicated employment pro-
blem for minorities
.
First, the problem of Blacks receiving and maintaining positions
in the era of desegregation is exemplified in a study
conducted by Patricia H. Lutterbie who states:
The real losers in the desegregation process are
those Black men who were principals of secondary
schools. In 1960-1961 there were 130 men who
were principals of Black secondary schools in
Florida. By 1972, when the desegregation process
was being completed, only 13 Black men were
principals of secondary schools . . . Black women
also lost out during the desegregation process as
they were moved from principalships into teaching 2
positions rather than into county level positions.
1"U.S. Employs Only 1 of 8 Black Male College Graduates,
Capital Outlook Newspaper (1977), p. 13.
'Patricia H. Lutterbie, "Black Administrators: Winnersr ncid ti . .l. ^ > t nn / \ —. — u A r
and Losers," Integrated Education, (May-June 197-0 pp.
•+•* *-> •
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Moreover, the process of integration created a process by
which minorities were competing with whites for positions.
An out growth of this competition was that minorities
were placed in what were termed "safe positions."1 For exam-
ple in the field of education/administration, Everett E. Abney
(1967) states in part:
The job changes documented among the Black
public school principals (in Florida)...
are the type of assignments that include
demotion to the classroom or a pseudo-pro-
motion to the central office. The jobs
were often positions in Federal programs,
supervisors or coordinators of human rela-
tions, assistant principals and others.
Examples of individuals who have assumed
administrative roles in the 67 Florida
school districts at the decision-making
levels are very few in number.
The Federal funds, mentioned above
,
were targeted for the poor
and minorities. In other words, the talents of minorities
are not found to be as mutable as those of his/her white
counterpart. This fact is further emphasized by a finding
reported at the Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute
which stated:
1. Thomas H. Buxton and Keith W. Prichard
,
"The Power
Erosion Syndrome of the Black Principal',' Integrated Education,
9 March- April 1977), p. 10
2
Everett E. Abney, " A Survey of Public School Principals
Employed in Florida during the 1964-65 Term," (November 1967)
p . 68
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. . . that members of the majority group (white)
can assume the top positions in districts with
overwhelmingly minority student populations.
Ouq rarely sees the reverse: A member of a
minority group assuming the top position in a
school district where the student population is
overwhelmingly representative of the majority
group
.
1
A report from the Black Mississippians Council on Higher
Education (1975) states in relation to a typical example of
minority employment in higher education:
...the Delta Ministry also reported that of the
12 minority faculty members listed as working at
the University of Mississippi, only two are full-
time Black teachers, both of whom are Assistant
Professors
. And they are employed in a special
federally funded program. The other minority
race "faculty members" comprise two Black gradu-
ate assistants, two Black lecturers with one
class each, and the six remaining persons who are
apparently non-Black foreign-born teachers. Such
consciously misleading statistics as these raise
serious questions in the minds of the members of
the Council as to the truth and veracity of the
entire desegregation plan. .
.
^Minorities in Policy-Making Positions in Public Education,
pp. 22-23.
^Black Mississippians Council on Higher Education. "An
Analysis of the State of Mississippi Plan of Compliance to
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964," Black Colleges and_
Equal Opportunity in Higher Education , (1975) , pp . 33-34.
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The fact is that significant numbers of minorities who fill
the "quota requirement" are employed in "soft" or federally
funded programs, rather than "hard" or regular institutional
programs
.
The employment screening process in the civic system is an
important factor to understand, also. In interviewing cir-
cles, this process has two distinct parts, the screening-in
process and the screening-out process.
In relation to the screening process Wilson (1974) stated:
A startling 68.4 percent of the respondents
were of the opinion that the administrative
assignment procedure for the Los Angeles
Unified School District provided less than
equal opportunities for Black candidates.
...There was a strong indication by the
respondents that both the examination and
assignment procedure were unrealistic and
should be revised.
This is an example of a screening-in tool for majority can-
didates and a screening-out tool for minority candidates.
The screening-in process can give heavy support to the screen-
ing-out process, for the one is the reverse of the other. To
screen-in a favored applicant, his/her educational background
1
Don Wilson, "Attitudes of Black Administrators in Los
Angeles, Integrated Education, (July-August 1975), p. 42
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and expertise is reviewed. Then the job description is writ-
ten to fit his/her unique resume. Thus, the favored candi-
date, is the most likely to get the job and all other are most
likely not to get the job. This system is supportive of the
"buddy system." It is important to remember this Is because a
of the minorities' strategy to lead or get a position has
to take into consideration subverting this clandestine activity.
Berg (1969) states that:
Education has a greater bearing on a person's
rank at entry into the civil service than on
his prospects for a promotion. Except for
grades 11-15 (which are grades of leadership
positions with some power) in accounting for
the promotion rates of civil servants, length
of service and ^ge are far more significant
than education.
In this process of preparing a job description which uses
"Education" as an entry criteria may be used as the screening-
in tool for favored candidates.
This finding addresses two important issues: 1) education can
facilitate both the screening-in and screening-out process,
and 2 ) the opportunity for leadership in civil service is de-
pendent on length of service.
1Ivar Berg, "Rich Man's Qualification for Poor Man's
job," Personnel Administration , (March 1969), 49
32
The screening-out process works in the reverse way, and may
be carried out on at least two levels: in the pre-interview
screening, or "elimination by resume screening," and in the
formal interview. First, in the resume screening, the pre-
tailored job description gives many obvious areas of non-
compatibility. Without a doubt, the changes of another can-
didate precisely fitting the job description which was prepared
from the favored candidate's resume are very small. These
areas of non-compatibility are sometimes aided by such things
as minor criminal records and necessarily add to the narrowing
of the number of acceptable applicants . This part of the
process has the advantage of a closed door exercise free from
immediate challenge. In fact, it may not be useful to challenge
until the interview has been completed. The minority person
may have secured a sponsor by some change and the job descrip-
tion may be a reflection of his/her resume.
The second level in the screening-out process is the formal
interview. Here, questions to the favored applicant aj.e
aurence F. Peter, The Peter Principle , (1969), pp. 53
59 .
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geared to fit the areas of his/her highest competence as
shown by the formal resume'
,
whereas the questions to the
other candidates are geared to the areas of their lowest
competence. Therefore, the minority candidate is forced to
be the holder of all knowledge. The level of intensity of
this process is affected by the level of the position, the
particular nature of the position's responsibilities, and
the pressure from the sponsors of the favored candidate.
Assuming that the minority person can get past this screening
process and obtain a position, he/she would be wise to under-
stand, the nature of all "new civic leaderships." First, he
should have the leverage to bring some of his selected staff
with him. But, owing to the process by which he received the
position, he must usually forfeit this usual and necessary
right. He will then find himself surrounded by all the pre-
vious and sometimes hostile staff (magistrates) . Their a^
liances are outside and above his domain. he is, therefore,
relegated to actions and reactions of a staff officer rather
than a line administrator who has the power to do his job.
Calvert H. Smith (1975) states that:
The difference in influence between line and
staff officers in institutional settings are
extremely significant when it is understood
that line officers gain their authority j_rom
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position in the organization
,
whereas staff
officers gain their authority from their par-
ticular knowledge. The effectiveness of Black
administrators in staff positions, then, is
contingent upon the degree to which they are
capable of using their knowledge and influ-
ence the line officer to use their ideas and
recommendations in the resolution of given
problems. Success, then, is related to in-
fluence gained because one is knowledgeable
about issues, rather than to the power in-
herent |n a particular position in the insti-
tution .
The tendency of any administrator would be to solidify his
position and make the system productive or at least above
decisive attacks. But the minority administrator must try
to satisfy the needs of each remaining member of the staff
in terms of his/her aspirations. He must avoid actions that
make him hated, but use the fear and love of his authority
domain. The fear is more useful than love, for "fear demands
2
respect, and love is left to the discretion of the giver."
But fear must be backed by authority, as occasions always arise
when a challenge will need response. The response must be de-
cisive, and thus, the minority administrator must have the
final say which is characteristic of a "line officer."
lCalvert H. Smith, "In White Universities: Why Black
Administrators ’Fall'," Black World , (19/5), p. 23.
2Niccolo Machiavelli , The Prince , translated by Luigi
Ricci
,
(1903) , p. 90
.
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Without the power of a "line officer 1 ' the minority adminis-
trator must try to use extremely high management skills in
group control.
Gibbs (1964) theorized in regard to control in groups that:
Legitimate influence is easily exerted.
Control is exerted by the nature of the
goal, the intrinsic motivations, and the
objectives of the grov^p. This is a par-
ticipative structure.
This implies that administrative control may be accomplished
through explicit 'goals
,
objectives and bringing about high
group motivations. Therefore, control without elimination of
staff is a difficult, but possible direction.
The next consideration of the new minority leader is the de-
livery of services. There are usually supporters (members of
the community or magistrates) who assisted him in getting his
position, and who are watching for a change in their situa-
tion—a delivery of services. Coles ( 1971 ) has stated that
one of the major problems Blacks in managerial positions en-
counter is that too often their abilities are not used to the
1Jack R. Gibbs, "Climate for Trust Formation," in Brad-
ford, et. al., T-Group Theory and Laboratory Method , (New York
John Wiley Publishing Co., 1964 ) , p. 291
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maximum. They are not provided opportunities to participate
in decision-making processes even at the level called for by
the position the individual may hold. The power is defined
by Max Weber (1969) as the changes of "a man or group of
men attempting to realize their own will, even against oppos-
2ition." The lack of power reduces the ability to deliver
services and thus creates a hostile clientele. This lack of
delivery can be readily observed in the questions being asked
by Blacks of Black legislators today. The minority community
see no real change in their condition and hear no loud pro-
tests from these elected officials. Where is the power?
Where is the action? It is, of course, diluted among the
other magistrates and legislators, who remain of negative per-
suasion. However, no explanation can substitute for action
and delay the ultimate alienation of an expectant and needing
public. To maintain their circumstances of discontent may
only emphasize the ineffectiveness of the minority's leadership.
This situation may be analyzed according to Bion's (1959) basic
assumption theories. He states:
1Flournoy A. Coles, Jr., "Blacks and the Management
Game
The Black Politician, 3, 2 (October 1971), p. 44
W.
2Max Weber, Essays in Sociology, Ed. H. H
Mills, (New York: Oxford University Press,
Berth and C.
1964)
,
p. 180
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The basic assumption in a group culture seems
to be that an external objects exists whose
function it is to provide security for the
immature organism. This means that one per-
son is always felt to be in a position to sup-
ply the needs of the group, and the rest in. a
position in which their needs are supplies.
In synthesis the minority administrator, who is perceived to
be in the position to supply the needs of the minority public
is without power to deliver solutions, fails and the public
see only failure and opts to remove the administrator.
Finally, we must understand the ultimate nature of the
demise of minority leaders. It has been reported that the
average survival span of an agressive minority administrator
2
is only five years. C. Delores Tucker, Pennsylvania Secre-
tary of State (1975) states that she sees a national conspiracy
on the part of "the establishment" to significantly reduce the
number of Black elected officials in the U. S. in an effort to
keep political power in White hands.
3
Hf. R. Bion, Experiences in Groups , (New York: Basic
Books, Inc., 1959) , pp. 63 , 73,74
^M. Shedd, Lecture to National Fellows, Yale University,
(Summer, 1969) .
3
C . Delores Tucker, "Pennsylvania Secretary of the State
Charges Racist Conspiracy," Jet , (October 16, 1975), p. 26
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The necessities of a minority administrator's survival pro-
vide all the necessary opportunities for the system to finally
eliminate him or her, for the system is fostered by the
coalition of corruption-- the strongest coalition in existence.
It is necessary to introduce a second definition, that of the
"coalition of corruption." The strength of this coalition is
probably directly proportional to the size of the group. The
greater the membership, the stronger the coalition. Here
there is a natural tendency to screen-out the "Judas Goat",
for he has- no tale to tell, if he is truly one of the cor-
ruptors . There are too many things in his own operation that
will not allow the corruptors to disrupt the coalition. Many
times
,
all of the corruptors are insiders , magistrates , and
all the members of this group can use the fruits of the system
to their advantage. For example, Samuel F. Vette (1975)
examines a typical "coalition of corruption" when he speaks
about the Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0)
:
Not surprisingly Thomas Watson of IBM,
Thornton of Litton, Sol Linowitx o^ Xerox,
and others among, the major contractors
were members of the OEO's Business Leader
ship Advisory Council. While they might
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well have been in the poverty business to
perform a public service, they came to
that endeavor with guaranteed, fixed pro-
fits of four to six percent, plus a board
vested interest in the success of pacifi-
cation. The financial payoff was not so
much in the profit guarantees (modest com-
pared to defense contracts)
,
but in the hard-
ware and software capabilities and markets
developed while using Job Corps trainees as
guinea pigs . .
.
Although 0E0 press releases boasted that
Job Corps trainees were able to send home
part of their modest allotment to their
needy parents and guardians these sums
were small pinches from Job Corps budgets
which poured millions into the big busi-
ness coffers. In 1966, Job Corps contri-
buted $6 million directly and equal amount
indirectly to the families, but the Job
Corps' direct contribution ($6 million)
was less than single contracts awarded to
each of seyeral blue-chip military indus-
trialists .
It is significant to note that these 0E0 projects employed
minority administrators. In accepting these positions the
minority administrators were the benign part of the programs
whose objectives to serve minorities were seemingly incidental
to the greater profit motive.
All good programs survive by the trade offs to the coalition
of corruption. In other words, compromises must be made to
1Samuel F. Yette, The Choice, (New York: Berkeley Publi
shing Corporation, 1975), pp. 41,42
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continue the delivery of services. This group, the "coali-
tion of corruption," will vote for the survival of any expen-
ditures as long as the rules for the use of the monies are
flexible enough to allow them to subvert the funds. The point
to be made is that if a minority is to survive as an admi-
nistrator, he must play at least as much of the game as is ne-
cessary to satisfy the "coalition of corrupton." They, the
minority administrators, will not have to be unlawful, but
they must, in conformance, conduct some questionable activi-
ties. This is important to remember since this very survival
demand will later be used when the system decides to remove
the minority administrator. This, the system knows because
it is the author of these procedures. This underlying con-
flict is the performance of activities to meet the objective
of the operation while allowing the unproductive activities
of the "coalition of corruption."
The minority administrator is caught in what Harvey (1974) de-
scribes as the "Abilene Paradox." He states that:
The inability to manage agreement, not the in-
ability to manage conflict is the essential
symptom that defines organizations caught in
the web of the Abilene Paradox.
The Abilene Paradox can be stated succinctly
as follows: Organizations frequently take
actions in contradiction to the data they
have for dealing with problems and , as a re
suit, compound their problems rather than
solve them. Like all paradoxes, the Abi-
lene Paradox deals with absurdity. On the
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surface, it makes little sense for organi-
zations, whether they are couples or compa-
nies, bureaucracies or governments, to take
actions that are diametrically opposed to
the data they possess for solving crucial
organizational problems. Such actions are
particularly absurd since they tend to com-
pound the very problems they are designed to
solve and thereby defeat the purposes the
organization is trying to achieve.
The stated objective of the organizations that received 0E0
projects was training of poor unskilled workers while func-
tioning on the data generated to satisfy the profit motive.
Therefore, the "coalition of corruption" filled this contri-
bution to program ineffectiveness for reasons of profit.
Thus the minority administrator is the manager of the con-
flict of intervention in a system of racism controlled by the
coalition of corruption, and it soon becomes time for the
2
ritual of the demise of the Black administrator. There are
signs: first, if he had been a change agent, a manager of
3
intervention, his average position-life is five years; the
system will start forgetting to invite him to meetings; he
^Jerry B. Harvey, "The Abilene Paradox: The Management
of Agreement," Organizational Dynamics , (Summer 1974) , p. 69
2Carl T. Rowan, "Is There a Conspiracy Against Black
Leaders?" Ebony , (January 1976)
.
3
M. Shedd
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will start receiving many new and old forms to be com-
pleted; his program will be under constant audit (a desk
audit or a time efficiency study) ; and his usual tasks will
be gradually assigned to others, to make his job easier.
These are only a few signs. Then the innuendos are started,
and he is temporarily reassigned to study without responsibi-
lities. Because of the lack of the delivery of services, the
people are in the same state—they demand removal also. Now
all the sins of the system are attributed to the minority
administrator, and without a day in court, the removal is
completed. The system praises the decision of the people
and the cycle starts all over again.
Harvey (1974) illustrates this phenomenon in a hypothetical
research and development organization with the conclusion:
When the project fails, some people will get
fired, demoted, or sentenced to the purga-
tory of a make-work job in an out-of-the way
office. For those who remain, the atmosphere
of blame, distrust, suspicion and backbiting
that accompanies such failure will serve only
to further alienate and separate those who
remain
.
The Watergate situation is similar. The prin-
cipals evidently feared being ostracized as
disloyal non-team players. When the illeg-
lity of the act surfaced, however, it was near-
ly inevitable that blaming, self-protective
actions, and scapegoating would result in the
very emotional separation from both the Presi
dent and one another than the principles feared.
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Thus
,
by reversing real and fantasied risk,
they had taken effective action, to ensure
the outcome they least desired.
The minority administrator in his demise is a ready-made
scapegoat.
In summary it may be seen that minority administrators are
affected in employment by the "quota system." They have been
also subject to the influence of integration, which placed
them in direct competition with white administrators for
positions. This competition with whites has created categor-
ies of "minority positions" which are usually staff positions
financed by "soft" monies.
The Ecclesiastical Leadership
The ecclesiastical leadership may be the most stable of any,
either Black or White. Joseph H. Fichter (1967) states:
"Negro ministers constitute the largest segment of the lead-
ership (Negro) class."
2
It is acquired through the ability
of the leader supplemented by the fortune of good timing and
opportunity. This leader is not subject to any screening by
^Op. Cit
. ,
p. 73
.
2Joseph H. Fitcher, "American Religion and the Negro,
The Neqro American, Eds. Talcott Parsons and Kenneth Clark
(1968)
,
p. 412
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the civic system. He must have merit, virture, respect, and
be loved. To maintain this leadership requires basically
that he conform to the tenents of a greater and unquestionable
power, that of a divine being. In its purest state, the leader
does not need to establish a successful program here on this
earth because the promise of a better life after death is an
acceptable reward for the suffering to which his following may
be subjected.^" He must above all avoid violating the conve-
nants of the religion, for this is one way he may lose his
leadership. But the advent of overwhelming suffering here on
earth makes this leader turn his attention to the necessity of
delivering the people to at least a level of tolerable suffering.
He must at this point, conspire for the power to deliver the
material necessities of life to his following. This, thereby,
2
contaminates his ecclesiastical leadership.
An example of efforts by the churches to deliver material needs
is described by E.V. Essien-Udom (1962)
:
The same concern was shown by the Reverend Dr.
Joseph H. Jackson, president of the five million
member National Baptist Convention, who recent-
ly announces the purchase of 600 acres of farm-
land for resettlement of Negro tenant and share-
cropDer families dispossessed of any means of
"’"Joseph H. Fitcher, "American Religion and the Negro"
The Negro American , Eds. Talcott Parsons and Kenneth
Clark
(1968)' p.412
2Martin Luther King, Jr., Stride Toward Freedom, New
Work
,
1958.
livelihood by whites in Fayette and Haywood
counties are reprisals for their attempt to
exercise the right to vote.
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The Reverend Leon H. Sullivan, pastor of the Zion Baptist
Church in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, is a further classical
demonstration of the potential importance of the religious
leaders in the economic, political, and social life of the
. . . . 2
minority community. His book, Build Brother Build
,
de-
scribes an impressive plan for the involvement of the church
in the economic growth of the community. Through his
ecclesiastical leadership, the church formed a credit union,
a shopping center, a grade shcool, and the national job
training program through the Opportunities Industrialization
Center (OIC)
.
The fact that Black religious men have historically had civic
leadership roles in again demonstrated by Harold Cruse (1968)
.
He states:
If a political boss wants something done, he
would contact the minister (s) (Black) who in
turn would deliver the message to his congre-
gation. There are many who will refute these
*"E V. Essien-Udom editorially described Dr. Jackson s
action as "statesmanship in the pulpit, "The New York
Courier
(March 25, 1961) , Sec. 2. , p. 18.
2 Leon H. Sullivan, Build Brother Build./ Library
of Con-
gress Catalog Card number 69-18635 (iyby;.
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observations, particularly the ministers, but
I submit that this system is as strong as ever
and also that the most powerful political fi-
gures in Harlem are not J. Raymond Jones and
the district leaders, but a group of ministers
whom the white political power structure honest-
ly believe control the thinking and the actions
of the Negroes in Harlem.
This indicates that historically, the minority ecclesias-
tical leader has been perceived as a potential leader in
political, economical, as well as spirtual processes.
The leadership of Dr. Martin Luther King ( 1929 - 1968 ) 2 and the
3
Honorable Elijah Muhammad (1967-1975) are examples of two
ecclesiastical leaders who may be compared. Both had the
basic foundation of the religious domain. However, the
Honorable Muhammad had the addition of the second quality,
that of ownership of tangibles. E. V. Essien-Udom (1971) shared
an economic blue priijt for the Black man as given by Muhammad:
1) Recognize the necessity for unity and group
operation (activities), 2) Pool your resources;
physically as well as financially, 3) Stop wanton
criticism of everything that is black-owned and
BLACK OPERATED, 4) Keep in mind—Jealousy De-
stroys from Within, 5) Observe the operations of
the White Man. He is successful. He makes no
1Harold Cruse, "The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual,"
originally taken from Freedomways , (Summer 1963), 3, 3, 369.
2 Gerald Frank, An American Death: The True Story of the
Assassination of Dr. Martin Luther Kin&_and the Greatest Man
hunt pf Our Time , New York: Doubleday, 1972.
3c. Eric Lincolin, The Black Muslins in America , Boston
,
Mass., 1961
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excuses for his failures. He works hardr—in
a collective manner. You do the same...
The material things produced by the Nation of Islam were im-
portant to the survival of the movement. There are no re-
ports on the exact wealth of the Nation of Islam. However,
it was reported in Life that the Nation of Islam own:
Farming operations in Michigan, Georgia, and Ala-
bama, comprising some 4,200 acres of land— boast
a dairy
,
chicken breeding and egg laying plants
,
more than 700 head of cattle and more than 600
apple orchards, a modern cannery, and vast tracts
of crop production and grazing land. A 60,000
square feet floor space Muhammad Speaks (news-
paper) building, coast-to-coast self-help opera-
tions of supermarkets, barbershops, a clothing
factory, dry cleaning shops, clothing stores,
sheep slaughtering facilities at Chicago's stock
yards, and numerous restaurants. Planned are a-
232-bed hospital, a modern bank, a 1,000 pupil
elementary and secondary school, a radio and T.V.
station, a university, air lines, and a marina,
all to be completed in the 70 's.
This is impressive in comparison to other minority leaderships.
Dr. King's leadership could be essentially dissolved by the
removal of the man. 3 When this was accomplished it was
difficult for the new leader to hold together the leadership.
1
E. V. Essien-Udom, Black Nationalism , Chicago, 1962.
2 Life, (July 1970), p. 80.
3Lenwood G. Davis, I have A Dream: The Life and Times _of
Martin Luther King, 1969.
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Contrastingly, the removal of Mr. Muhammad resulted in the
change of the head of a surviving tangible domain of property
enabling another leader to continue the work of the nation. 1
It is essential to re-emphasize that entrance to this leader-
ship is not subject to the screening as are the leaders/admin-
istrators in civil and private industry employment. Further,
the only way the leader can be removed is by death or by ex-
posing violations of religious covenants by the leader. This
leader cannot be fired when he/she does things that may be
in conflict with existing policies. One example of an at-
tempted removal is seen in the case of Dr. King. The F.B.I.
first conspired to hold Dr. King in some sense of obscenity,
2
and secondly, tried to influence his death. It is alleged
that Mr. Muhammad suffered the same two methods of attempted
removal
.
There is a third ecclesiastical leader to be used as a good
example—Mr. Adam Clayton Powell (1908-1972). This leader
had the characteristics of his religious foundations with the
1Leon Dash, "Muslims" New Look," The Washington Post ,
(September 16, 1975).
2Gerald Frank, An American Death: The True Story of the
Assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and the Greatest
Manhunt of our Times. (New York: Doubleday , 1972).
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addition of a position in the U. S. Congress. He exerted
his leadership through the process of democratic consent,
and he was successful in being sent back to Congress enough
times to gain a committee chairmanship. But, he also was
in confrontation with governmental policies. This culminated
in attempts to remove him from office. First, being an
ecclesiastical leader, he was placed in an obscene light.
Then it was alleged that he was misusing public funds by ex-
pending public funds on "junkets". In 1967 the Congress
finally relieved him of his position and placed him in a total
fight for his professional life.^ Some Blacks accepted the
indictment. Mr. Powell left no successor, leaving only the
intangibility of a movement and no material things as was the
case with Mr. Muhammad.
"''Giland Ann Chapman, Adam Clayton Powell, (1967) , pp
.
102-105, 165-171
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Summary
A review of the literature suggest that the most difficult
deterrent to employment for Blacks is the continuing inequi-
table distribution of jobs based on race. Moreover, such
inequities are somewhat manifested in the high unemployment
reflected in the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics which indi-
cates that in 1977 the rate of unemployment for Blacks was
almost twice the rate of their White counterparts.
The social unrest of the fifties and sixties brought such
social legislation as the Equal Employment and Opportunity
Act, 1 the Civil Rights Act, 2 Title VI, 3
,
Title VII, 4 and Ti-
^le IX; all of which were aided by the thirteenth amendment.
1Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352)
is set up under Federal statute to forbid discrimination in
employment.
^Law passed by legislation on July 2, 1964; Civil Rights
Act, 1964.
2Title VI is part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that
requires equal opportunity in hiring.
4Title VII is a part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
which provides for withholding funds in case of violation of
the act.
^Title IX is a part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
forbids sex discrimination.
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These acts were the basis for the establishment of what is
termed the "quota system". This has proven to be the vehicle
by which a large number of minorities are able to gain employ-
ment. The difficulty in gaining employment is the start of
the struggle Blacks experience in the world of work. The ef-
fectiveness of minorities execution of their responsibilities
on the job is also a dilemma of racial bias.
The fact that most Americans are a part of the world of em-
ployees and not the real part of the business ownership world,
may indicate the obvious need for ntinorities to be able
to become responsible for employing other minorities. This
may be the real leadership class of minorities that will
break the discrimination barrier in employment. Therefore,
this is the group of minorities that are the focus of this
paper and who are referred to as the civic leaders.
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CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
ON THE RESPONCES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE
An analysis of the respondents' perceived employment situation,
and administrative roles, is presented in this chapter.
The chapter is divided into three main headings : 1) Demographic
data, 2) Degree of Perceived Positive vs. Negative Admini-
stration Job Conditions and 3) Mean Responses to Employment
Conditions of Administrative Population vs. Race, Salary Range,
Funds Paying Salary, Level of Employment and Sex.
Demographic data :
Table Number 1 shows that there were 54 male (80.6%) and 13
females (19.4%). The total responding to the questionnaire
was 67 out of the 131 questionnaires mailed or 51 percent.
TABLE NO. 1
SEX OF RESPONDENTS
SEX ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ FREQ
(PCT) (PCT)
Male 54 80.6 80.6
Female 13 19.4 19 .
4
67 100.0 100 .
0
\
53
The Respondents represented six ethnic backgrounds. Table 2
shows that there were 39 Blacks, 13 Spanish sumamed, 7 Whites,
5 American Indians and 3 Hawaiians
.
TABLE NO. 2
Ethnic Distribution of Respondents
Race
ABSOLUTE
FREQ
ADJUSTED
FREQ
Black 39 58.2
Spanish surname
d
13 19.4
White 7 10.4
American Indian 5 7.5
Hawaiian 3 4.5
N=67 100
The education of the sample population ranged from a High
School Diploma to the possession of a Doctorate. Table Number 3
shows that one respondent possessed no college education, four
possessed a Bachelors Degree, fifty-six a Masters and six
indicated a Doctorate.
TABLE NO. 3
Education Levs! of Respondents
DEGREE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ FREQ
High School Diploma 1 1.5 1.5
Bachelors 4 6.0 6 .
0
Mas ters 56 83.6 83.6
Doctorate 6 9.0 9 .
N=67 100.0 100.0
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The respondents experience as an administrator ranged from
less than one year to 21 years. The average years of
experience was 7.1 years. Table Number 4 displays the
frequency of the respondents in each experience level.
TABLE NO. 4
Experience as an Administrator
ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED
YEARS FREQ FREQ FREQ
0 1 1.5 1.5
1 2 3.0 3.0
2 2 3.0 3.0
3 10 14.9 14.9
4 6 9.0 9.0
5 5 7.5 7.5
6 5 7.5 7.5
7 5 7.5 7.5
8 6 9.0 9.0
9 7 10.4 10.4
10 9 13.4 13.4
11 2 3.0 3.0
12 3 4.5 4.5
13 2 3.0 3.0
20 1 1.5 1.5
21 1 1.5 1.5
N= 67 100.0 100.0
Average = 7.1 Years
The level of employment was given by six categories, Local,
State, Federal, Foundations, private industry and State Senator.
Table No. 5 indicates that 34 respondents were
employed on
the State level, 13 on the Federal,the local level , 3 on
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3 worked for foundations, one for private industry and one
was a Senator.
TABLE NO. 5
Level of Employment
LEVEL ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ FREQ
Not indicated 7 10.4 10.4
Local 34 50.7 50.7
State 8 11.9 11.9
Federal 13 19.4 19.4
Foundation 3 4.5 4.5
Private industry 1 1.5 1.5
Senator 1 1.5 1.5
N= 67 100.0 100.0
The number of people working for the respondents ranged from
zero to 3000 (this 3000 was given the Senator of Hawaii)
.
And the average was 65 employees per administrator. Table
Number 6 displays the frequency of employee per administration.
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TABLE NO. 6
Number of People Working for Administrator
ABSOLUTE
CODE FREQ
0 8
1 . 7
2. 10
3. 3
4. 5
5. 4
6. 2
7. 3
8. 1
9. 1
10. 6
12. 1
15. 2
20. 1
22. 1
23. 1
25. 1
35. 1
66. 1
68. 1
80. 1
81. 1
100. 1
125. 1
200. 1
300. 1
3000. 1
N=67
Average = 65
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ
11.9 11.9
10.4 10.4
14.9 14.9
4.5 4.5
7.5 7.5
6.0 6.0
3.0 3.0
4.5 4.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
9.0 9.0
1.5 1.5
3.0 3.0
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
1.5 1.5
100.0 100.0
The type of funds used to pay the salaries
of the respondents
are displayed in Table Number 7. It is seen
that 1?
(
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respondents indicated that local taxes paid their salaries,
9 indicated State taxes
,
30 indicated Federal taxes and 5
indicated respondents employed by other (these were foundations)
.
TABLE NO. 7
Type of Funds Used to Pay Salary
TYPE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FUNDS FREQ FREQ FREQ
No Response 4 6.0 6.0
Local Taxes 19 28.4 28.4
State Taxes 9 13.4 13.4
Federal Taxes 30 44.8 44.8
Other 5 7.5 7.5
N= 67
Table Number 8 displays the largest ethnic group served by
the respondents. Forty-six percent of the respondents
indicated that their largest service population was Black,
14.9 percent indicated Spanish sumamed, 31.3 percent indicated
white, 6.0 percent indicated American Indian and 1.5 percent
indicated Hawaiian.
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TABLE NO. 8
Largest Ethnic Group Served
RACE ABSOLUTE
FREQ
RELATIVE
FREQ
ADJUSTED
FREQ
Black 31 46.3 46.3
Spanish 10 14.9 14.9
White 21 31.3 31.3
Indian 4 6.0 6.0
Hawaiian 1 1.5 1.5
N =67 100.0 100.0
Answers to the question "Did you have a primary sponsor
(reference) influencing your employment?" is displayed in
Table Number 9. Approximately sixty-one percent of all
respondents answered "yes" and 39 percent responded "no"
.
Of those responding "yes" 65.0 percent indicated that their
sponsor was white, 22.5 indicated Black, 10.0 percent indicated
Spanish surnamed and 2.5 percent indicated other.
TABLE NO. 9
Ethnic Group of Primary Sponsor Influencing
the Employment of the Respondent
Total
Responses Population
Sponsor of Respondent
White Black Spanish Surnamed Other N
2.5 40
Yes
No
60 . 67o
39 . 47o
65.0 22.5 10.0
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Table Number 10 displays the ethnic group of the immediate
supervisor of the respondent. It is seen that 68.2 percent
of the respondents immediate supervisors were White, 22.7 per
cent responded Black, 4.5 percent indicated Spanish sumamed
and 4.5 percent indicated other.
TABLE NO. 10
Ethnic Group of Immediate Supervisor
Frequency
Ethnic Group '"'All Black lSpanish sumamed
of Supervisor Respondents Respondents
Black 22.7 30.8 14.3
White 68.2 61.5 71.4
Spanish sumamed 4.5 5.1 7.1
Other 4.5 2.6 7.1
N 66 39 13
The perceived explicit "quota policy" of the respondents
employer is displayed in Table Number 11. It is observed that
78.5 percent of the respondents answered "no" and 21.5 percent
answered "yes."
TABLE NO. 11
Employers Explicit "Minority Quota" Policy
Question: From your knowledge, does your organization have
an explicit "minority quota" policy?
Frequencv
Response All Black Spanish sumamed
Yes 21.5 22.5 21.4
No 78.5 77.5 78.5
N 65 39 13
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The perceived existence of an "affirmative action" plan is
displayed in Table No. 12. Approximately 80.6 percent
responded "yes", 17.9 percent responded "no" and 1.5 percent
did not know of the existence of a plan.
TABLE NO. 12
Employer "Affirmative Action" Plan
Question: From your knowledge, does your organization have
an affirmative action plan?
Frequency
Response All Black Spanish surnamed
Yes 80.6 80.0 79.1
No 17.9 20.0 20.9
I don '
t
know 1.5
The estimated percentage of minority administrators displayed
in the organizations of the respondents is displayed in
Table No. 13. When all groups or respondents are viewed
together, it is seen that 6.3 percent indicated that 90 percent
or above were minority administrators, 9.4 percent indicated
75 percent, 7.8 percent indicated 507., 18.8 percent indicated
25% and 57.8 percent indicated 10 percent or below.
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TABLE NO. 13
Percentage of Minority Administrators in Organization
Response All Black
Frequency
Spanish sumamed
907o or above 6.3 8.1 8.3
75% 9.4 10.8
50% 7.8 8.1
25% 18.8 18.9 25.0
107. or below 57.8 54.1 66.7
N 64 '37 12
The estimated percentage of minority employee in the respondents
organization is displayed in Table Number 14. It is seen
that 15.2 percent responded 90 percent of above, 10.6 percent
responded 75 percent, 12.1 percent responded 50 percent,
30.3 percent responded 25 percent and 31.8 percent responded
10 percent or below.
TABLE NO. 14
Percentage of Minority Employee in Organization
Question: From your observation and knowledge, estimate the
percentage of minority employees in your organization.
Response All
907. or above 15.2
75% 10.6
50% 12.1
25% 30.3
10% or below 31.8
N 66
Frequency
Black Spanish Sumamed
15.4 13.3
15.4 6.7
10. 3 13.3
25.6 33.3
33.3 33.3
39 13
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The Degree of Perceived Positive vs. Negative
Administrative Conditions
A test of significance between groups, i.e.
,
sex, race, income
level, and employment level, was made using Chi-square. The
nineteen questions which gave an indication of degree of
positive vs. negative administrative leadership circumstances
were grouped at three equal intervals, i.e., low, average, and
high. The total possible score for the nineteen questions was
19 (19 = 1 x 19)
,
the total possible low score was 95 (95 =
5 x 19)
.
The three intervals used were
,
19-44= high, 45-69=
average, and 70-95= low.
The perceived power by sex is displayed in Table Number 15.
Thirty-seven percent of the males fell into the high range,
fifty- two percent fell into the average range and eleven per-
cent fell into the low range. Contrastingly, fifty-four of
the females fell into the high range, forty-six percent fell
into the average range, and no females fell into the low range.
TABLE NO. 15
Perceived Power by Sex
_
Frequency
Sex High Average Low —
r
Male 27.0 51.9 11.1 54
Female 53.8 46.2 0.0 13
Raw Chi square =
Significance
2.24610
.
3253
/
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The variable of employment level (i.e., Local, State, Federal
and other) is displayed in Table Number 16. When the local
level is viewed 45.7 percent were high, 48.6 percent average
and 5.7 percent low (N = 35). The State level showed 25.0
percent high, 50.0 percent average and 25.0 percent low (N =
8). The Federal level indicated 28.6 percent high, 57.1 per-
cent average and 14. 3 percent low (N = 14)
.
The other category
showed 50.0 percent high and 50.0 percent average (N = 10).
Chi square for this group was .4661.
TABLE NO. 16
Perceived Power by Employment Level
Frequency
Employment level High Average Low N
Local 45.7 48.6 5.7 35
State 25.0 50.0 25.0 8
Federal 28.6 57.1 14.3 14
Other 50. 0 50.0 0.0 10
7o Total in each 403 50.7 9.0
level
Raw Chi square = 5 .62817
Significance .4661
The variable of income level is given in Table 17 . The
respondents in the salary range of $30,000 or above showed
64.3 percent high and 35.7 percent average (N = 14). The
respondents between $25,000 to $29,999 showed 36.4 percent
high, 54.5 average and 9.1 percent low (N = 22).
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The $20,000 to $24,999 range showed 26.3 percent high, 59.9
percent average and 15.8 percent low (N = 19). The $15,000
to $19,999 range showed 30.0 percent high, 60.0 percent average
and 10.0 percent low (N = 10). The $14,999 or below range
showed 100 percent high. Chi square for this variable was
.2992.
TABLE NO. 17
Perceived Power by Salary Range
High Average Low N
$30,000.00 or above 64.3 35.7 0.0 14
$25,000.00 to $29,999.00 36.4 54.5 9.1 22
$20,000.00 to $24,999.00 26.3 57.9 15.8 19
$15,000.00 to $19,999.00 30.0 60.0 10.0 10
$14,999.00 or less 100.0 0.0 0.0 2
Total % in each 40.3 50.7 9.0
range
Raw Chi-square = 9.53480
Significance = .2992
The variable of race is displayed in Table Number 18. Blacks
showed 30.0 percent high, 60.0 percent average and 10.0 per-
cent low (N = 39). Spanish sumamed showed 40.0 percent high,
46.7 percent, average and 13.3 percent low (N = 13). Whites
showed 83.3 percent high and 16.7 percent average (N = 7).
American Indians showed 50.0 percent high, and 50.0 percent
average (N -= 5) . Hawaiian showed 100 percent high (N 2)
i
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TABLE NO. 18
Perceived Power by Race
Frequency
Race High " Average Low N
Black 30.0 60.0 10.0 39
Spanish 40.0 46.7 13.3 13
White 83.3 16.7 0.0 7
Indian 50.0 50.0 0.0 5
Hawaiian 100.0 0.0 0.0 2
Total 70 at 40.3 50.7 9.0
each level
Raw Chi-square = 10.23003
Significance = .2493
The Chi-square analysis revealed no significant difference
between any of the independent variables, i.e. Sex, Employment
Level, Salary Range, and Race; and the dependent variable of
perceived power.
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Mean Responses to Employment Conditions of Respondents vs
Race, Salary Range, Funds Paying Salary, Level of Employ-
'
ment ana Sex'
The responses to these questions were ranked in a most positive
to least positive order. There were five possible responses
to each question. The numerical ranking was 1 to 5 where 1
was the most positive and 5 the least positive. The mean was
x = 3.00 on this five point scale.
Tables Number 19 through 23 display the responses to the
question on the influence of "minority quota" in the employment
of the respondents.
Table Number 19 shows that an overall mean of 3.01 and a
range of 2.40 to 3.71 when race is viewed. The population
perceiving the least influences of "minority quota" was White
as compared to the highest influence perceived by American
Indians. Sixty percent of all minority respondents answered
"extremely high influence to about average influence."
Table Number 20 displays mean responses by salary range. The
respondents in the salary range between 30,000 or above per-
ceived the highest influence of "minority quota" mean equal
2.64, as compared to 3.50 for respondents making 14, 999 or
less .
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Table Number 21 displays the responses to the question in
terms of funds paying the administrators salary. The mean
average was 3.01 and a range of 4.00 to 2.73.
The category of other, which are administrators paid by
foundations
,
showed a mean of x = 4.00 as compared to admini-
strators paid from federal funds, who showed a mean of 2.73.
Table Number 22 displays responses by Level of Employment.
The average mean is 3.01. The mean range is 4.00 = 2.37
where other is the former mean and State Level is the latter.
Table Number 23 displays responses by Sex. The mean for the
total population is 3.01. The range shows females 3.15 as
compared to males 2.98.
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Table NO. 19
Perceived Influences of "Minority Quota" in Employment
of Respondent vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 3.0149 1.5024 2.2573 ( 67)
Black 3.0256 1.4954 2.2362 ( 39)
White 3.7143 1.4960 2.2381 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.8462 1.5191 2.3077 ( 13)
Indian 2.4000 1.6733 2.8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 3.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 20
Perceived Influences of "Minority Quota" in Employment
of Respondent vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
3.0149 1.5024 2.2573 ( 67)
above 2.6429 1.5984 2.5549 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 3.2727 1.5791 2.4935 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2. 8421 1.4245 2.0292 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.2000 1.3984 1.9556 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
3.5000 2.1213 4.5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 21
Perceived Influences of "Minority Quota” in Employment
of Respondent vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Fundsm
No Label
Local
State
Federal
Other
Mean
3.0149
2.9474
2.8889
2.7333
4.0000
Standard
Deviation
1.5024
1.2681
1.4539
1.6174
1.4142
Variance
2.2573“
1.6082
2.1111
2.6161
2.0000
N
(— 67)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
( 5)
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Table NO. 22
Perceived Influences of "Minority Quota" in Employment
of Respondent vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
3.0149 1.5024 2.2573 ( 67)
Local 3.1471 1.3736 1.8868 ( 34)
State 2.3750 1.5059 2.2679 ( 8)
Federal
Other
2.5385 1.5607 2.4359 ( 13)
Table NO . 23
Perceived Influences of "Minority Quota" in
Employment of Respondent vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
3.0149
2.9815
3.1538
Standard
Deviation
1.5024
1.5233
1.4632
Variance
2.2573
2.3204
2.1410
N
(
—
67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 24 through 28 display responses to the question on
the enforcement of the Equal Opportunity in Employment concept.
The mean value for all populations combined is 2.67 (where
mean = 3.00 on a 1 - 5 scale).
Table Number 24 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean for all groups is 2.67. The range shows Hawaiians
as 1.67 as compared to Black respondents as 2.90.
Table Number 25 displays responses by Salary Range. The range
shows respondents whose salary range is between $20,000.00 to
$24,999.00 with a mean of 3.00 and respondents between
$14,999.00 or less with a mean of 1.00.
Table Number 26 displays responses by funds paying salary.
The range shows respondents paid from federal funds with a
mean of 2.97 as compared to 1.40 for respondents in the other
category.
Table Number 27 displays responses by Employment Level. The
range shows respondents paid from State fund with a mean of
3.75 as compared to a mean of 2.00 for administrators in the
other category.
Table Number 28 displays responses by Sex. Females
responded
with a mean of 2.39 as compared to males with 2.76.
From your knowledge, does your organization
enforce the Equal Opportunity in Employment concept?
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Table NO. 24
Administrators Perception of Organization
Enforcement of EOE vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.6716 1.3187 1.7390 ( 67)
Black 2.9874 1.3726 1.8839 ( 39)
1.7143 1.2536 1.5714 ( 7)WIl_L Lc
Spanish 2.7692 1.0919 1.1923 ( 13)
American
Indian 2.6000 1.1402 1.3000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.6667 1.1547 1.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 25
Administrators
Enforcement
Perception of Organization
of EOE vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.6716 1.3187 1.7390 ( 67)
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
2.5000
2.6364
3.0000
2.7000
1.0000
1.2247
1.3644
1.1547
1.6364
0
1.5000 ( 14)
1.8615 ( 32)
1.3333 ( 19)
2.6778 ( 10)
0 ( 2)
less
Table NO. 26
Administrators Perception of Organization
Enforcement of EOE vs Type of Funds Paying
Sala-,
Type of Mean Standard Variance N
Funds Deviation 67)
All 2.6716 1.3187" i .
/390
—
(
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.5789
2.8889
2.9667
1.2612
1.2693
1.3515
1.5906
1.6111
1.3264
(
(
(
19)
9)
30)
Other 1.4000 .5477
.3000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 27
Administrators Perception of Organization
Enforcement of EOE vs Employment Level
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.6716 1.3187 1.7390 ( 67)
Local 2.4412 1.2108 1.4661 ( 34)State 3.7500 .4629
.2143 ( 8)
Federal 3.1538 1.5730 2.4744 ( 13)
1.6667 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Other 1.0000 0 0 ( 1)
4.0000 0 0 ( 1)
Table NO. 28
Administrators Perception of Organization
Enforcement of EOE vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2 ."6'7Y6
2.7593
2.3077
Standard
Deviation
1.3187
1.2876
1.4267
Variance
1.7390
1.6579
2.0641
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 29 through 33 give responses to the question on
credentials. The mean value for the overall population combined
is 1.79.
Table Number 29 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 1.79 for the total population. The range shows
Whites with a mean response of 1.57 and Blacks with 1.82.
Table Number 30 displays responses by Salary Range. The range
shows respondent in the salary range of $20,000 to $29,999
with a mean of 1.52 as compared to a mean of 2.05 mean for
respondents between $25,000 to $29,999.
Table Number 31 displays responses by funds paying the salary
of administrators. The range shows the administrators in
the other category with a mean of 2.40 as compared to a mean
of 1.63 for respondents paid from local fund sources.
Table Number 32 displays responses by Level of Employment.
The range shows the respondents in the other category with a
mean of 2.00 as compared to a mean of 1.50 for respondents
employed at the State level.
Table Number 33 displays responses by Sex. The range finds
females with a mean response of 1.92 and males with a 1.76.
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QUESTION: Xn comparison to white administrators in similar
positions
,
how would you rate the extent of your power to
develop and implement policies?
Table NO. 29
Perception of Minority Credentials in Relation
to White Administrators vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 1.7910 .7694 .5920 ( 67)
Black 1.8205 .7564 .5722 ( 39)
White 1.5714 .9759 .9524 ( 7)
Spanish
American
1.7692 .7250 .5256 ( 13)
Indian 1.6000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.3333 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 30
Perception of Minority Credentials in Relation
to White Administrators vs. Salary Range
Salary
Range
ATI
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
rrmo .7694
1.5714 .5136
2.1455 .8985
1.5263 .6967
2.0000 .8165
2.0000 0
Variance N
.5920 ( 67)
.2637 ( 14)
.8074 ( 22)
.4854 ( 19)
.6667 ( 10)
0 ( 2)
Table NO. 31
Perception of Minority Credentials in Relation
to White Administrators vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
1.7910 .7694 .5920 ( 67)
Local 1.6316 .7609 .5789 ( 19)
State 1.6667 .7071 .5000 ( 9)
Federal 1.8667 .8193 .6713 ( 30)
Other 2.4000 .5477 .3000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 32
Perception of Minority Credentials in Relation
to White Administrators vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
1.7910 .7694 .5920 ( 67)
Local 1.6765 .7270 .5285 ( 34)
State 1.5000 .7559 .5714 ( 8)
Federal 1.9231 .7596 .5769 ( 13)
2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 ( 3)
Other 2.0000 0 0 ( 1)
2.0000 0 0 ( 1)
Table NO . 33
Perception of Minority Credentials in Relation
to White Administrators vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
T779T0
1.7593
1.9231
Standard
Deviation
.7694
.7507
.8623
Variance N
.5920 ( T7)
.5636 ( 54)
.7436 ( 13)
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Tables 34 through 38 display responses to the question on
authority of administrators to develop and implement policies.
The mean for the combined population is 2.91.
Table Number 34 displays responses to this question by Race.
The mean is 2.9 for the total population. The range shows
Spanish sumamed respondents with a mean response of 3.08 and
Whites with a mean response of 2.14.
Table Number 35 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows respondents in the $15,000 to $19,999 salary range with
a mean of 3.32 as compared to a mean of 1.50 for administrators
in the $14,999 or less range.
Table Number 36 displays responses by funds paying the
administrators salary. The range shows respondents paid by
federal funds with a mean of 3.10 as compared to a mean of
2.63 for respondents paid by local funds.
Table Number 37 displays responses by Level of Employment.
The range shows a mean of 4.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to a mean of 2 . 71 for respondents
at the local level.
Table Number 38 displays responses by sex. The range shows
males with a mean of 2.96 and females with a 2.69.
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QUESTION: ln comparison to white administrators in similarpositions, how would you rate the extent of your authority
to develop and implement policies?
Table NO. 34
Perception of Black and White Administrators Authority
to Develop and Implement Policies vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.9104 1.1772 1.3858 ( 67)
Black 3.0513 1.0500 1.1026 ( 39)
White 2.1429 1.5736 2.4762 ( 7)
Spanish
American
3.0769 1.3205 1.7436 ( 13)
Indian • 2.6000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.6667 1.5275 2.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 35
Perception of Black and White Administrators Authority
to Develop and Implement Policies vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.9104 1.1772 1.3858 ( 67)
30,000 or
above 2.8571 1.4064 1.9780 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.5909 1.2596 1.5866 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 3.3158 .9459 .8947 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.2001 .7888 .6222 ( 10)
14,999 or 1.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
less
Table NO. 36
Perception of Black and White Administrators Authority
to Develop and Implement Policies vs Type of Fund Paying
Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.9104
2.6842
2.6667
3.1000
1.1772
1.1982
1.1180
1.2415
1.3858
1.2281
1.2500
1.5414
( 67)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
Other 2.8000 1.4832 2.2000 (
5)
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Table NO
. 37
Perception of Black and White Administrators AuthorityTo Develop and Implement Policies vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.9104 1.1772 1.3858 (
_
67)
Local 2.7059 1.1423 1.3048 ( 34)
State 3.3750 1.4079 1.9821 ( 8)
Federal 3.2308 1.0127 1.0256 ( 13)
Other
4.0000 1.0000 1.0000 (
(
3)
1.0000 0 0 1)
2.0000 0 0 ( 1)
Table NO . 38
Perception of Black and White Administrators Authority
To Develop and Implement Policies vs Sex
Sex Mean
'279T05
2.9630
2.6923
Standard
Deviation
1.1772
1.1969
1.1094
Variance
1.3858
1.4326
1.2308
N
All
Male
Female
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 39 through 43 display responses to the question on
the administrators power to develop and implement policies.
The mean for the combined population is 2.76.
Tables Number 38 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.76 for the total population. The range shows
White respondents with a mean of 1.86 as compared to a mean
of 3.03 for Black.
Table Number 40 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.50 for respondents in the salary range
between $14,999 or less and 3.00 for those in the $15,000 to
$19,999 salary range.
Table Number 41 displays responses by funds paying the salary
of the respondents. The range shows a mean of 2.20 for
respondents in the other category as compared to 3.07 for
administrators paid from federal funds
.
Table Number 42 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows 1.000 for some administrators in the other
category as compared to 3.15 for respondents employed
at the
State level.
Table Number 43 displays responses by sex.
The range shows
males with a mean of 2.85 as compared to 2.38
for females.
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QUESTION : In comparison to white administrators in similarpositions, how would you rate the extent of your power todevelop and implement policies?
Table NO. 39
Perception of Black and White Administrators Power to
Develop and Implement Policies vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ’ 2.7612 1.1294 1.2754 ( 67)
Black 3.0256 1.0634 1.1309 ( 39)
White 1.8571 1.0690 1.1429 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.7692 1.2352 1.5256 ( 13)
Indian • 2.4000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 40
Perception of Black and White Administrators Power to
Develop and Implement Policies vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
277m 1.1294 1.2754 ( 67)
above 2.4286 1.0163 • 1.0330 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.7273 1.2792 1.6364 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 3.0526 1.1773 1.3860 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.0000 .6667 .4444 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
1.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 41
Perception of Black and White Administrators Power to
Develop and Implement Policies vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
All
No Label
Local
State
Federal
Other
Mean Standard
Deviation
277m 1. 1Z94
2.5263 1.1239
2.3333 .8660
3.0667 1.2015
2.2000 .8367
Variance N
1.2754“ ( 67)
1.2632 ( 19)
.7500 ( 9)
1.4437 ( 30)
.7000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 42
Perception of Black and White Administrators Power toDevelop and Implement Policies vs Leveo of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean
All 2.7612
No Label
Local 2.5882
State 3.0000
Federal 3.1538
3.0000
Other 1.0000
3.0000
/
Standard
Deviation
Variance N
1.1294 1.2754 ( 67)
1.1578 1.3405 ( 34)
1.4142 2.0000 ( 8)
.8987 .8077 ( 13)
1.0000 1.0000 ( 3)
0 0 ( 1)
0 0
Table NO. 43
Perception of Black and White Administrators Power to
Develop and Implement Policies vs Sex
Sex Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.7612 1.1294 1.2754 ( 67)
Male 2.8519 1.1395 1.2984 ( 54)
Female 2.3846 1.0439 1.0897 ( 13)
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Tables 44 through 48 display responses to the question on the
administrators participation in decision making meetings.
The mean for the combined population is 2.51.
Table Number 44 displays answers to this question by race.
The mean is 2.50 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 2.00 for White and Hawaiian administrators as com-
pared to 2.92 for Spanish sumamed respondents.
Table Number 45 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.00 for administrators in the $14,999 or less
salary range as compared to 2.79 for respondents in the
$20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 46 displays responses by funds paying the salary
of the respondents. The range shows a mean of 2.21 for
respondents paid from local funds as compared to 2.70 for
those paid from federal funds
.
Table Number 47 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.25 for administrators employed
at the local level.
Table Number 48 displays responses by sex. The range rs a
mean of 2.56 for males as compared to 2.31 for females.
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QUESTION: From your observation and knowledge, estimate thadegree to which you are invited to the decision making meetings
Table NO. 44
Administrators Participation in Decision Making Meetings
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.5075 1.2598 1.5871 ( 67)
Black 2.4615 1.1435 1.3077 ( 39)
White 2.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 7)
Spanish 2.9231 1.3821 1.9103 ( 13)
American
Indian '• 2.8000 1.3038 1.7000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.000 1.0000 1.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 45
Administrators Participation in Decision Making Meetings
vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.5075 1.2598” 1.58/1 c 6/)
above 2.5000 1.6525 2. 7308 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.4545 1.2239 1.4978 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.7895 .9763 .9532 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 2.4000 1.2649 1.6000 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
Table NO. 46
Administrators Participation in Decision Making Meetings
vs Type of ^ Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Me an Standard
Deviation
Variance
All
No Label
2.5075 1.2598 1.58/1
"
Local 2.2105 1.2727 1.6199
State 2.5556 1.3333 1.7778
Federal 2.7000 1.2077 1 . 4586
Other 2.6000 1.8166 3.3000
N
C— 67)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
( 5 )
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Table NO. 47
Administrators Participation in Decision Making Meetings
vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.5075 1.2598 1.5871 ( 67)
Local 2.1176 1.2001 1.4403 ( 34)
State 3.2500 1.2817 1.6429 ( 8)
Federal 3.2608 1.0127 1.0256 ( 13)
Other
2.6667 2.0817 4.3333 ( 3)
1.0000 0 0 ( 1)
2.0000 0 0 ( 1)
Table NO. 48
Administrators Participation in Decision Making Meetings
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.5075
2.5556
2.3077
Standard
Deviation
1.2598
1.2983
1.1094
Variance N
1.5871 ( TT)
1.6855 ( 54)
1.2308 ( 13)
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Tables 49 through 53 display responses to the question on
budget preparation. The mean for the combined population is
2.79.
Table Number 49 displays responses to this question by race. .
The mean is 2.79 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 4.00 for American Indians as compared to 2.14 for
Whites
.
Table Number 50 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.50 for administrators in the $14,999 or
less salary range as compared to 3.47 for respondents in the
$20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 51 displays responses by finds paying the salary
of the administrators. The range shows a mean of 2.60 for
respondents in the other category as compared to 3.11 for
administrators paid from local funds
.
Table Number 52 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some administrators in
the other category as compared to 3.77 for adminis tratoio
employed at the federal level.
Table Number 53 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.69 for females as compared to 2.81 for males.
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QUESTION : From your observation and knowledge
,
to what extent
do you influence the preparation of your operations budget?
Table NO. 49
Administrators Influence in Budget Preparation
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.7910 1.6100 2.5920 ( 67)
Black 2.8205 1.5538 2.4143 ( 39)
White 2.1429 1.3452 1.8095 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.6154 1.7578 3.0897 ( 13)
Indian 4.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.6667 2.0817 4.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 50
Administrators Influence in Budget Preparation
vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
2.7910 1.6100
2.3571 1.6458
2.6364 1.6197
3.4737 1.3068
2.7000 1.9465
1.5000 .7071
Variance N
2". 592“ c~ 67)
2.7088 ( 14)
2.6234 ( 22)
1.7076 ( 19)
3.7889 ( 10)
.5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 51
Administrators Influence in Budget Preparation
vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance
“V g Q 0 fi—
AU~ 2.7910 1. 61U0”
No Label
Local
State
Federal
3.1053
2.6667
2.7333
1.6294
1.4142
1.7207
2.6550
2.0000
2.9609
Other 2.6000 1.8166
3.3000
N
f 67 )
( 19)
( 9 )
( 30)
( 5 )
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Table NO
. 52
Administrators Influence in Budget Preparation
Employment
Level
vs Level
Mean
of Employment
Standard
Deviation
Variance
All
No Label
2.7910 1.6100 2.5920
Local 2.5294 1.5999 2.5597
State 3.3750 1.3025 1.6964
Federal 3.7692 1.6909 2.8590
Other 2.6667 2.0817 4.33331.0000 0 0
2.0000 0
__ 0 .
Table NO. 53
Administrators Influence in Budget Preparation
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.7910
2.8148
2.6923
Standard
Deviation
1.6100
1.5909
1.7505
Variance
2.5920
2.5311
3.0641
N
( 67)
( 34)
( 8 )
( 13)
( 3)
( 1 )
4-..1)
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 54 through 58 display responses to the question
concerning the preparation of job description. The mean for
the combined population is 2.64.
Table Number 54 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.64 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 2.29 for White administrators as compared to 3.00
for American Indian respondents.
Table Number 55 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the $14,999 or less
salary range as compared to 2.86 for respondents in the $25,000
to $29,999 salary range.
Table Number 56 displays responses by the type of fund paying
the salary of the respondent. The range shows a mean of 1.89
for respondents paid from state funds as compared to 3.47 for
administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 57 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.15 for administrators employed
at the federal level.
Table Number 58 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.72 for males as compared to 2.31 for females.
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[UESTION : What responsibility do you have in preparing iob
les eruptions? 6 J
Table NO. 54
Administrators Responsibility in Preparing Job
Descriptions vs. Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.6418 1.5541 2.4152 ( 67)
Black 2.5897 1.5512 2.4062 ( 39)
White 2.2857 1.2536 1.5714 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.8462 1.7723 3.1410 ( 13)
Indian 3.0000 1.5811 2.5000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.6667 2.0817 4.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 55
Administrators Responsibility in Preparing Job
Descriptions vs. Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
2.6418 1.5541 2.4152
'
r 67)
2.4286 1.5549 2.4176 c 14)
2.8636 1.5521 2.4091 ( 22)
2.8421 1.5371 2.3626 c 19)
2.4000 1.7127 2.9333 ( 10)
1.0000 0 0 c 2)
Table NO. 56
Administrators Responsibility in Preparing Job
Descriptions vs. Type of Fund Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance
All 2.6418 1.5541 2.4152
No Label
Local 2.5294 1.5999 2.5597
State 2.8750 1.5526 2.4107
Federal 3.1538 1.4632 2 . 1410
2.6667 2.0817 4.3333
Other 1.0000 0 0
04.0000 0
N
T 67)
( 34)
( 8 )
( 13)
( 3 )
( 1 )
( 1 )
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Table NO
. 57
Administrators Responsibility in Preparing Job
Descriptions vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.6418 1.5541 2.4152 ( 67)
Local
State
Federal
2.5294
2.8750
3.1538
1.5999
1.5526
1.4632
2.5597
2.4107
2.1410
(
(
(
34)
8)
13)
Other
2.6667
1.0000
4.0000
2.0817
0
0
4.3333
0
0
(
(
(
3)
1)
1)
Table NO
. 58
Administrators Responsibility in Preparing Job
Descriptions vs Sex
Sex Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.6418 1.5541 2.4152 ( 67)
Male 2.7222 1.5224 2.3176 ( 54)
Female 2.3077 1.7022 2.8974 ( 1 o\
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Tables 59 through 63 display responses to the question on
the administrators influence in staff selection. The mean
for the combined population is 2.49.
Table Number 59 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.49 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 3.00 for Hawaiian as compared to 1.57 for White
respondents
.
Table Number 60 displays responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary
range between $14,999 or below as compared to 2.87 for
administrators in the $30,000 or above range.
Table Number 61 displays responses by type of funds paying
the respondents salary. The range shows a mean of 1.80 for
respondents in the other category as compared to 3.21 for
administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 62 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1 . 00 for some administrators in
the other category as compared to 3.00 for respondents
employed at the local level.
Table Number 63 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.51 for males as compared to 2.46 for
females.
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QUESTION: What influence do you have in staff selection?
Table NO. 59
Administrators Influence in Staff Selection
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.4925 1.6178 2.6174 ( 67)
Black 2.5385 1.6034 2.5709 ( 39)
White 1.5714 .7865 .6190 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.7692 1.9215 3.6923 ( 13)
Indian • 2.4000 1.6733 2.8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 3.0000 2.0000 4.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 60
Administrators Influence in Staff Selection
vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard Variance N
Deviation
( 67)2.49Z5 i . 6178"" 2 . 6174
2.0714 1.5424 2.3791 ( 14)
2.5455 1.6541 2.7359 ( 22)
2.7368 1.6945 2.8713 ( 19)
2.8000 1.6193 2.6222 ( 10)
1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
Table NO. 61
Administrators Influence in Staff Selection
vs Type of Funds Faying Salary
Type of Mean Standard Variance N
Funds Deviation C" 67)
All 2L4925 1.6178 2 . 61/4
No Label
Local
State
Federal
3.2105
2.3333
2.3333
1.6526
1.7321
1.5388
2.7310
3.0000
2.3678
( 19)
( ?)
( 30)
Other 1. 8000 1.7889
3.2000 ( 5 )
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Table NO. 62
Administrators Influence in Staff Selection
Employment
Level
vs. Level
Mean
of Employment
Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.4925 1.6178 2.6174 ( 67)
Local 2.3529 1.5932 2.5382 ( 34)
State 3.0000 1.7728 3.1429 ( 8)
Federal 2.9231 1.7059 2.9103 ( 13)
Other
2.6667 2.0817 4.3333 ( 3)
1.0000 0 0 ( 1)
2.0000 0 0 ( 1)
Table NQ 63
Administrators Influence in Staff Selection
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.4925
2.5000
2.4615
Standard
Deviation
1.6178
1.6340
1.6132
Variance
2.6174
2.6698
2.6026
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 64 through 68 display responses to the question on
how much staff the respondent selected.
Table Number 65 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.76 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 1.61 for Hawaiian administrators as compared to
3.05 for Black respondents.
Table Number 66 displays responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary
range between $14,999 or less as compared to 3.16 for
respondents in the $20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 67 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the administrator. The range shows a
mean of 1.20 for respondents in the other category as compared
to 3.53 for respondents paid by local funds.
Table Number 68 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.08 for females as compared to 2.93 for males.
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QUESTION: How much of your staff were you able to select?
Table NO. 64
How Much Staff the Administrator Selected
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.7612 1.6796 2.8209 ( 67)
Black 3.0513 1.5551 2.4184 ( 39)
White 2.1429 1.4639 2.1429 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.6923 1.9315 3.7308 ( 13)
Indian 2.8000 2.0494 4.2000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.6667 1.5772 1.3333 ( 31)
Table NO. 65
How Much Staff the Administrator Selected
vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
2.7612 1.6796 2.8209 ( 67)
2.2857 1.4899 2.2198 ( 14)
2.9545 1.6755 2.8074 ( 22)
3.1579 1.8337 3.3626 ( 19)
2.6000 1.6465 2.7111 ( 10)
1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
Table NO. 66
Hew Much Staff the Administrator Selected
vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance
All 2.7612 1.6796 2.8209
No Label 1.5000 1.0000 1.0000
Local 3.5263 1.5409 2 . 3743
State 3.2222 1.9221 3 . 6944
Federal 2.5667 1.6333 2 . 6678
Other 1.2000 .4472 .2000
N
r 67 )
( 4)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
( 5 )
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Table NO. 67
How Much Staff the Administrator Selected
vs Level of Employment
Employment Mean Standard Variance N
Level Deviation
All 2.7612 1.6796 2.8209 ( 67)No Label 1.4286 1.1339 1.2857 ( 7)Local 2.8235 1.6601 2.7558 ( 34)
State 3. 7500 1.5811 2.5000 ( 8)
Federal 2.8462 1.7723 3.1510 ( 13)
2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 ( 3)Other 1.0000 0 0 ( 1)
5.0000 0 0 ( _1)
Table NO . 68
How Much Staff the Administrator Selected
vs Sex
Sex Mean Standard Variance. N
Deviation
All 2.7612 1.6796 2.8209 ( 67)
Male 2.9259 1.6694 2.7869 ( 54)
Female 2.0769 1.6053 2.5769 ( 13)
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Tables 69 through 73 display responses to the question on
the respondents influence on the proposal for the organization.
Table Number 69 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.31 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 1.67 for Hawaiian respondents as compared to 3.00
for American Indian administrators.
Table Number 70 displays responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary range
between $14,999 or less as compared to 2.68 for administrators
in the $20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 71 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the administrator. The range shows a
mean of 1.20 for respondents in the other category as
compared
to 2.47 for administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 72 displays responses by level of
employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some
respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.13 for
respondents employed
at the State level.
Table Number 72 displays responses by
sex. The range shows
a mean of 1.54 for females as
compared to 2.50 for males.
\
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QUESTION: What influence do you have on the proposal for
your operation?
Table NO. 69
Administrators Influence on Operations
Proposal vs Race
P.ace Mean Standard Variance N
Deviation
All ' 2.3134 1.3730 1.8851 ( 67)
Black 2.5128 1.4118 1.9933 ( 39)
White 1.1429 .6901 .4762 ( 7)
Spanish 2.2308 1.3009 1.6923 ( 13)
American
Indian 3.0000 1.5811 2.5000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.6667 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 70
Administrators Influence on Operations
Proposal vs Salary Range
Salary Mean Standard Variance N
Range • Deviation
r 67)All 2.3134 1.3730 1.8851
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
1.6429
2.5909
2.6842
2.2000
1.0000
.6333
1.4362
1.4550
1.6193
0
.4011
2.0628
2.1170
2.6222
0
14)
22 )
19)
10 )
2 )
Table NO. 71
Administrators Influence on Operations
Proposal vs Type of Fund Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
1.3730"
Variance N
r 67)All 273TT4 1 . 8851
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.4737
2.3333
2.3667
1.2635
1.5811
1.4735
1.5965
2.5000
2.1713
c
c
(
19)
9)
30)
Other 1.2000 .8367
.7000 c 5)
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Table NO. 72
Administrators Influence on Operations
Employment
Level
Proposal vs Level
Mean
of Employment
Standard
Deviation
Variance
All
No Label
"2I3T34 —173730 1.8851
Local 2.0294 1.3368 1.7870
State 3.1250 1.5526 2.4107
Federal 2.7692
2.0000
1.4806
0
2.1923
0
0
Other 1.0000 0
2.0000 0 D.
N
( 67)
( 34)
( 8 )
( 13)
( 3)
( 1 )I— 1 )
Table NO. 73
Administrators Influence on Operations
Proposal vs Sex
Sex Mean
2.3135
2.5000
1.5385
Standard
Deviation
1.3730
1.3702
1.1266
Variance
1.8851
1.8774
1.2692
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
All
Male
Female
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Tables 74 through 78 display responses to the question on the
responsibility of administrators in staff termination. The
mean for the combined population is 2.61.
Table Number 74 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.61 for the total population. The range shows
a mean of 1.33 for Hawaiian respondents as compared to 3.10
for Black administrators
.
Table Number 75 displays responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary range
between $14,999 or less as compared to 3.00 for respondents
in the $15,000 to $19,999 salary range.
Table Number 76 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the respondents. The range shows a mean
of 2.00 for respondents in the other category as compared to
2.93 for administrators paid by federal funds.
Table Number 77 displays responses by level of
employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some respondents
in the
other category as compared to 3.69 for
administrators employed
at the federal level.
Table Number 78 displays responses by sex.
The range shows
a mean of 1.92 for females as
compared to 2.78 for males.
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Q
staff?
0N: resP°nsibility do you have for terminating
Table NO. 74
Administrators Responsibility in Staff Termination
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.6119 1.5566 2.4229 ( 67)
Black 3.0000 1.5218 2.3158 ( 39)
White 1.5714 .7868 .6190 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.3846 1.5021 2.2564 ( 13)
Indian • 3.0000 1.5811 2.5000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.3333 1.5774 1.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 75
Administrators Responsibility in Staff Termination
vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
2.6119 1.5566 2.4229 ( 67)
2.2143 1.4769 2.1813 ( 14)
2.5909 1.5934 2.5390 ( 22)
2.8947 1.5397 2.4327 ( 19)
3.0000 1.6330 2.6667 ( 10)
1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
Table NO. 76
Administrators Responsibility in Staff Termination
vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
67)All
No Label
2.6119 1.5566 2.4229 (
Local 2.4737 1.2635 1.5965 ( 19)
State 2.2222 1.7873 2.1944 ( 9)
Federal 2.9333 1.6386 2.6851 ( 30)
Other 2.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 77
Administrators Responsibility in Staff Termination
vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.6119 1.5566 2.4229 ( 67)
Local
State
Federal
2.1176
3.3750
3.6923
1.2496
1.8468
1.3156
1.5615
3.4107
1.7308
(
(
(
34)
8 )
13)
Other 3.66671.0000
3.0000
2.3094
0
0
5.3333
0
0
(
(
__c.
3)
1 )
__
1 )
Table NO. 78
Administrators Responsibility in Staff Termination
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.6119
2.7778
1.9231
Standard
Deviation
1.5566
1.5621
1.3821
Variance
2.4229
2.4403
1.9103
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 79 through 83 display responses to the question on the
responsibility of the administrator in staff promotion. The
mean for the combined population is 2.81.
Table Number 79 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.81 for the total population. The range shows a
mean of 1.00 for Hawaiian respondents as compared to 2.40 for
American Indian administrators.
Table Number 80 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary range between
$14,999 or less as compared to 2.95 for administrators in the
$25,000 to $29,999 salary range.
Table Number 81 displays responses by the funds paying the
salary of the respondents. The range shows a mean of 2.00
for respondents in the other category as compared to 2.97 for
administrators paid from federal funds.
Table Number 82 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some respondents in
the
other category as compared to 3.75 for administrators
employed
at the state level.
Table Number 83 displays responses by sex. The
range shows
a mean of 1.85 for females as compared to
3.04 for males.
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QUESTION: What responsibility do you have in staffpromotion and raises?
Table NO. 79
Administrator Responsibility in Staff Promotion
and Raises vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.8060 1.6719 2.7951 r 67)
Black 2.8974 1.6511 2.7260 c 39)
VJhite 1.8571 1.3452 1.8095 c 7)
Spanish
American
3.2308 1.6909 2.8590 < 13)
Indian • 3.4000 1.8166 3.3000 c 5)
Hawaiian 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 c 3)
Table NO. 80
Administrator Responsibility in Staff Promotion
and Raises vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.8060 1.6719 2.7951 ( 67)
above 2.7857 1.6723 2.7967 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.9545 1.6469 2.7121 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.8947 1.8528 3.4327 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 2.7000 1.5670 2.4556 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
Table NO. 81
Administrator Responsibility in Staff Promotion
and Raises vs Type of Fund Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
T 67)All
No Label
2.8060 1.6719 2.7951
Local 2.8947 1.9406 3.7661 ( 19)
State 2.7778 1.4814 2.1944 ( 9)
Federal 2.9667 1.6709 2.7920 ( 30)
Other 2.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 5)
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Table NO- 82
Administrator Responsibility in Staff Promotion
and Raises vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean
All 2.8060
No Label
Local 2.3529
State 3.7500
Federal 3.6154
3.0000Other 1.0000
5.0000
Standard
Deviation
Variance N
1.6719 2 ; 7951 r~ 67)
1.6308 2.6595 c 34)
1.4880 2.2143 < 8)
1.6093 2.5897 c 13)
2.0000 4.0000 c 3)
0 0 c 1)
0 0 1)
Table NO. 83
Administrator Responsibility in Staff Promotion and
Raises vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.8060
3.0370
1.8462
Standard
Deviation
1.6719
1.6364
1.5191
Variance
2.7951
2.6778
2.3077
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
106
Tables 84 through 88 display responses to the question on
the influence of the administrators in recruiting minority
staff. The mean for the combined population is 3.03.
Table Number 84 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 3.03 for the total population. The range shows a
mean of 1.33 for Hawaiian respondents as compared to 3.40
for American Indian administrators.
Table Number 85 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 1.00 for respondents in the salary range between
$14,999 or less as compared to 3.74 for respondents in the
$20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 86 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the respondents. The range shows a mean
of 2.40 for respondents in the other category as compared to
3.47 for administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 87 displays responses by the level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.75 for administrators employed
at the state level.
Table Number 88 displays responses by sex. The range shows a
mean of 2.62 for females as compared to 3.13 for males.
QUESTION: From your observation and knowldo you have in the recruitment of minority
edge
,
what
staff?
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Table NO. 84
Administrators Influence in Recruiting Minority Staff
vs Race
Race Mean Standard Variance N
Deviation
All ' '3.0299 1.6512 2.7264 (
"
67)
Black 3.3333 1.4927 2.2281 ( 39)
White 2.4286 1.6183 2.6190 ( 7)
Spanish 2.9231 1.8010 3.2436 ( 13)
American
Indian 3.4000 1.6733 2.8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.3333 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 85
Administrators Influence in Recruiting Minority Staff
vs Salary Level
Salary Mean Standard Variance N
Range Deviation
All 3.0299 1.6512 2.7264 ( 67)
30,000 or
above 2.5714 1.5549 2.4176 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.8182 1.5004 2.2511 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 3.7368 1.6945 2.8713 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.2000 1.7512 3.0667 ( 10)
14,999 or 1.0000 0 0 ( 2)
less
Table NO. 86
Administrators Influence in Recruiting Minority Staff
vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
ATT~
No Label
3.0299 1.6512 2.7264 ( 67)
Local 3.4737 1.5044 2.2632 ( 19)
State 2.5556 1.8105 3.2778 ( 9)
Federal 3.0000 1.7221 2.9655 ( 30)
Other 2.4000 1.9494 3.8000 ( 5)
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Table NO
. 87
Administrators Influence in Recruiting Minority Staff
vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
3.0299 1.6512 2.7264 ( 67)
Local
State
Federal
2.8235
3.7500
3.6154
1.6782
1.5811
1.6093
2.8164
2.5000
2.5897
(
(
(
34)
8)
13)
Other 2.33331.0000
4.0000
1.5275
0
0
2.3333
0
0
(
(
A.
3)
1)
...I)
Table NO. 88
Administrators Influence in Recruiting Minority Staff
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
3.0299
3.1296
2.6154
Standard
Deviation
1.6512
1.5667
1.9807
Variance N
2.7264 ( 67)
2.4546 ( 54)
3.9231 ( 13)
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Tables 89 through 93 display responses to the question the
administrators influence in making a final decision. The
mean for the combined population is 2.72.
Table Number 89 displays responses to this question by race.
The average mean is 2.72 for the total population. The range
shows a mean of 2.00 for White respondents as compared to 2.97
for Blacks.
Table Number 90 displays responses by salary range. The range
shows a mean of 2.14 for respondents in the salary range between
$30,000 or above as compared to 2.95 for administrators in
the $20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 91 displays responses by the types of funds
paying the salary of the administrator. The range shows a
mean of 1.80 for respondents in the other category as compared
to 3.00 for administrators paid from federal funds.
Table Number 92 displays responses by the level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 2.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.38 for administrators employed
at the state level.
Table Number 93 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.54 for females as compared to 2.76 for males.
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QUESTION: From your observation and knowledge, are yourdecisions final? & y
Table NO. 89
Ability of Administrators to Make Final Decisions
vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.7164 1.1522 1.3275 ( 67)
Black 2.9744 1.1807 1.3941 ( 39)
White 2.0000 .5774 .3333 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.4615 1.3301 1.7692 ( 13)
Indian 2.4000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.6667 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 90
Ability of Administrators to Make Final Decisions
vs Salary Level
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.7164 1.1522 1.3275 ( 67)
above 2.1429 .9493 .9011 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.8636 1.2069 1.4567 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.9474 1.2681 1.6082 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 2.8000 1.0328 1.0667 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
2.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 91
Ability of Administrators to Make Final Decision
vs Funds Used to Pay Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
ATT
-
2.7164 1.1522 1.3275 ( 67)
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.5263
2.6667
3.0000
1.0733
1.1180
1.2594
1.1520
1.2500
1.5862
(
(
(
19)
9)
30)
Other 1.8000 .4472 .2000 (
5)
Ill
Table NO. 92
Ability of Administrators to Make Final Decisions
vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.7164 1.1522 1.3275
~
67)
Local
State
Federal
2.4412
3.3750
3.2308
1.1062
1.5059
.8321
1.2237
2.2679
.6923
(
(
(
34)
8)
13)
Other 2.33333.0000
2.0000
1.5275
0
0
2.3333
0
0
(
(
(
3)
1)
1)
Table NO
. 93
Ability of Administrators to Make Final Decisions
vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.7164
2.7593
2.5385
Standard
Deviation
1.1522
1.2429
.6602
Variance
1.3275
1.5447
.4359
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 94 through 98 display responses to the question of the
treatment of minority administrators by other administrators
.
The mean for the combined population is 2.85.
Table Number 94 displays the responses by race. The mean is
2.85 for the total population. The range shows a mean of
1.80 for American Indian respondents as compared to 2.15 for
Blacks.
Table Number 95 displays the responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.50 for respondents in the salary range
between $14,999 or less as compared to 3.21 for administrators
in the $20,000 to $24,999 salary range.
Table Number 96 displays the responses by the types of funds
paying the salary of the administrator. The range shows a
mean of 2.00 for respondents in the other category as compared
to 3.23 for administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 97 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a mean of 1.00 for a respondent in the other
category as compared to 3.46 for respondents employed at the
federal level.
Table Number 98 displays responses by sex. The range shows
a mean of 2.68 for females as compared to 2.89 for males.
QUESTION: Judging from your experiences, how do you believe
minority administrators are treated by other administrators?
Table NO. 94
Respondents Perception of the Treatment of Minority Administrators
by Other Administrators vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.8507 1.2340 1.5228 ( 67)
Black 3.1538 1.2469 1.5547 ( 39)
White 2.1429 .6901 .4762 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.9231 1.1152 1.2436 ( 13)
Indian 1.8000 .8367 .7000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 95
Respondents Perception of the Treatment of Minority Administrators
by Other Administrators vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
2.8507 1.2340 1.5228 ( 67)
2.4286 1.0894 1.1868 ( 14)
2.7727 1.0204 1.0411 ( 22 )
3.2105 1.3157 1.7310 ( 19)
3.2000 1.5492 2.4000 ( 10 )
1.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2 )
Table NO. 96
Respondents Perception of the Treatment of Minority Administrators
by Other Administrators vs Type of Funds Paying Sala_,
Type of Mean Standard Variance N
Funds Deviation —
-I r 1 1 iyn C~ 67)m- 1 . 2640 i . 6ZZS
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.7368
2.2222
3.2333
1.1471
1.3017
1.2780
1.3158
1.6944
1.6333
(
(
(
19)
9)
30)
Other 2.0000 .7071 .5000 (
5)
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Table NO. 97
Respondents Perception of the Treatment of Minority Administratorsby Other Administrators vs Level of Employment
lS
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label
2.8507 1.2340 1.5228 ( 67)
Local
State
Federal
2.6765
3.0000
3.4615
1.2240
1.6036
.9674
1.4982
2.5714
.9359
(
(
(
34)
8)
13)
Other 7.33331.0000
3.0000
1.1547
0
0
1.3333
0
Q_.
1
-C-
l)
--1)
Table NO. 98
Respondents Perception of the Treatment of Minority Administrators
by Other Administrators vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.8507
2.8889
2.6923
Standard
Deviation
1.2340
1.1922
1.4367
Variance
1.5228
1.4214
2.0641
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 99 through 103 display responses on the question of
how minority administrators are treated by staff in general.
The mean for the combined population is 2.61.
Table Number 99 displays responses to this question by race.
The mean is 2.61 for the total population. The range shows a
mean of 1.71 for White respondents as compared to 2.90 for
Blacks
.
Table Number 100 displays responses by salary range. The
range shows a mean of 1.50 for respondents in the salary range
between $14,999 or less as compared to 3.05 for administrators
in the salary range of $20,000 to $24,999.
Table Number 101 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the administrators salary. The range shows a mean of
1.60 for respondents in the other category as compared to 2.47
for administrators paid from local funds.
Table Number 102 displays responses by level of employment.
The range shows a means of 1.00 for some respondents in the
other category as compared to 3.38 for administrators employed
by the federal level.
Table Number 103 displays responses by sex. Both
sex show
a mean of 2.61.
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QUESTION:
believe minority administrators are treated by
From your observation and knowledge
,
how do you
staff in general
Table NO. 99
Administrators Perception of How Staff in General Treat
Minority Administrators vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.6119 T.12'76 1.2714 ( 67)
Black 2.8974 1.1191 1.2524 ( 39)
White 1.7143 .4880 .2381 ( 7)
Spanish 2.6923 1.0316 1.0641 ( 13)
American
Indian '• 1.8000 .8367 .7000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.0000 1.7321 3.0000 ( 3)
Table NO. 100
Administrators Perception of How Staff in General Treat
Minority Administrators vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
All
30,000 or
above
25 to 29,999
20 to 24,999
15 to 19,999
14,999 or
less
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
2.6119 1.1276 1.2714 ( 67)
2.1429 1.0271 1.0549 ( 14)
2.4545 1.1434 1.3074 ( 22)
3.0526 1.0788 1.1637 ( 19)
3.0000 1.0541 1.1111 ( 10)
1.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 101
Administrators Perception of How Staff in General Treat
Minority Administrators vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
T 67)All 2.6119 1.1276 1.2714
No Label
Local
State
Federal
2.4737
2 . 4444
2.9333
1.0203
1.1304
1.2015
1.0409
1.2778
1.4437
(
(
(
19)
9)
30)
Other 1.6000 .5477
.3000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 102
Administrators Perception of How Staff in General Treat
l^i^ority Administrators vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
No Label 2.6119 1.1276 1.2714 ( 67)
Local
State
Federal
2.3529
3.0000
3.3846
1.0698
.9258
1.0439
1.1444
.8571
1.0897
(
(
(
34)
8)
13)
Other 2.33331.0000
1.0000
.5774
0
0
.3333
0
D
(
(
_JL.
3)
1)
-1)
Table NQ . 103
Administrators Perception of How Staff in General Treat
Minority Administrators vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2 . 6119
'
2.6111
2. 6154
Standard
Deviation
1.1276
1.1396
1.1209
Variance
1.2714
1.2987
1.2564
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 104 through 108 display responses to the question on
the minority staff treatment of minority administrators. The
mean for all five populations (i.e., Race, Salary Range, Type
of Funds Paying Salary, Level of Employment and Sex) is 2.19.
Table Number 104 displays mean responses to this question by
race. The range of responses show a mean of 1.60 for American
Indian as compared to 2.41 for Black respondents.
Table Number 105 displays mean responses by salary range.
The range of responses show a mean of 1.50 for respondents
with salaries between $14,999 or less as compared to 2.52 for
administrators in the $20,000 to $24,999 range.
Table Number 106 displays mean responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the respondents . The range of responses
show a mean of 1.40 for the other category as compared to 2.43
for respondents paid from federal funds
.
Table Number 107 displays mean responses by the level of employ-
ment. The range of responses show a mean of 1.33 for the
higher percentage of respondents in the other category as
compared to 2.77 for administrators employed at the federal
level.
Table Number 108 displays mean responses by sex.
The range
of responses show a mean of 2.19 for males and
2.23 for females
QUESTION: From your observation
believe minority administrators
119
and knowledge
,
how do you
are treated by minority staff?
Table NO. 104
Administrator s Perception of Minority Staffs' Treatment of
Minority Administrators vs Race
Race Mean Standard Variance N
Deviation
All • 2.1940 1.0765 1.1588 ( 67)
Black 2.4103 1.0442 1.0904 ( 39)
White 2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 ( 7)
Spanish 2.0000 1.2247 1.5000 ( 13)
American
Indian 1.6000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.6667 1.1547 1.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 105
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Treatment of
Minority Administrators vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.1940 1.0765 1.1588 ( 67)
above 2.2143 1.4239 2.0275 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 1.9545 .8439 1.2632 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.5263 1.1239 1.2632 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 2.2000 .9189 .8444 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
1.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 106
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Treatment of
Minority Administrators vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
aTT~ 2.1940 1.0765 1.1588 ( 67)
No Label 1.7500 .5000 .2500 ( 4)
Local 2.1579 .8983 .8070 ( 19)
State 2.1111 1.1667 1.3611 ( 9)
( 30)Federal 2.4333 1.2229 1.4954
Other 1.4000 .5477 .3000 ( 5)
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Table NO
. 107
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs’ Treatment ofMinority Administrators vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
All
No Label
Local
State
Federal
Other
Mean
2.1940
1.7143
2.0588
2.6250
2.7692
1.3333
1.0000
3.0000
Standard
Deviation
1.0765
.7559
.9829
1.1877
1.2352
.5774
0
0
Variance
1.1588
.5714
.9661
1.4107
1.5256
.3333
0
0
N
( 67)
( 7)
( 34)
( 8 )
( 13)
( 3)
( 1 )
Table NO- 108
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Treatment of
Minority Administrators vs Sex
Sex Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2 . 1'9'4'tr 1 . 0 '7"6'5~ 1.1588 ( 67)
Male 2.1852 1.1339 1.2858 ( 54)
Female 2.2308 .8321 .6923 ( 13)
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Tables 109 through 113 display responses to the question on
minority staffs' respect for minority administrators. The
mean response for all five populations (i.e., Race, Salary
Range, Type of Fund Paying Salary, Level of Employment and
Sex) is 2.16.
Table Number 109 displays responses to this question by race.
The range of responses show a mean of 1.33 for American Indians
as compared to 2.41 for Black respondents.
Table Number 110 displays responses by range of salary. The
range of responses show a mean of 1.50 for administrators with
salaries between $14,999 or less as compared to 2.73 for
respondents in the salary range between $20,000 to $24,999.
Table Number 111 displays responses by the type of funds paying
the salary of the respondents. The range of responses show
a mean of 1.40 for the other category as compared to 2.40 for
respondents paid from federal funds
.
Table Number 112 displays responses by the level of employment.
The range of responses show a mean of 1.67 for most respondents
in the other category as compared to 2.61 for
administrators
employed at the tederal level.
Table Number 113 displays responses by sex.
The range or
responses show a mean of 2.08 for females as
compared to 2.19
for males.
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QUESTION
: .
From your observation and knowledge, how do youbelieve minority staff respects minority administrators?
Table NO. 109
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Respect for
Minority Administrators vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.1642 1.0674 1.1393 ( 67)
Black 2.4103 1.1173 1.2483 ( 39)
White 1.7143 .7559 .5714 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.0769 1.0377 1.0769 ( 13)
Indian • 1.6000 .8944 .8000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.3333 .5774 .3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 110
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Respect for
Minority Administrators vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance
All
30,000 or
2.1642 1.0674 1.1393
above 1.7143 .8254 • .6813
25 to 29,999 1.9545 .8439 .7121
20 to 24,999 2.7368 1.1471 1.3158
15 to 19,999 2.3000 1.3375 1.7889
14,999 or
less
1.5000 .7071 .5000
N
C 67)
( 14)
( 22 )
( 19)
( 10 )
( 2 )
Table NO. Ill
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Respect for
Minority Administrators vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Fundsm
No Label
Local
State
Federal
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
T 67)
( 4)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
2.1642
1.5000
2.2105
2.0000
2.4000
1.0674
.5774
1.0317
1.0000
1.1626
1.1393
.3333
1.0643
1.0000
1.3517
1.4000 .5477 .3000 (
5)
Other
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Table
Administrators Perception o
Minority Administrators
Employment
Level
Mean
All 2.1642
No Label 1.5714
Local 2.0882
State 2.5000
Federal 2.6154
Other 1.6667
1.0000
3.0000
NO. 112
Minority Staffs' Respect for
vs Level of Employment
Standard Variance N
Deviation
1.0674 1.1393 ( 67)
.7868
.6190 ( 7)
1.0551 1.1132 ( 34)
1.0690 1.1429 ( 8)
1.1929 1.4231 ( 13)
.5774 .3333 ( 3)
0 0 ( 1)
.a ja_
--C-—
D
Table NO. 113
Administrators Perception of Minority Staffs' Respect for
Minority Administrators vs Sex
Sex
ATI
Male
Female
Mean
2.1642
2.1852
2.0769
Standard
Deviation
1.0674
1.0474
1.1875
Variance
1.1393
1.0971
1.4103
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 114 through 118 display responses to the question on the
ability of minorities to find employment at the level of the
respondent. The mean response for all five population is 2.58.
Table Number 114 displays responses to this question by race.
The range of responses show a mean of 1.67 for Hawaiian
respondents as compared to 2.85 for Spanish sumamed admini-
strators
.
Table Number 115 displays responses by salary range. The range
of responses show a mean of 2.00 for respondents in the salary
range of $14,999 or less as compared to 3.10 for administrators
in the $15,000 to $19,999 range-.
Table Number 116 displays responses by the type of funds
paying the salary of the respondent. The range of responses
show a mean of 2.20 for the other category as compared to 2.90
for respondents paid from federal funds.
Table Number 117 displays responses by the level of employment.
The range of responses show a mean of 2.00 for most respondents
in the other category as compared to 3.13 for the state level
respondents
.
Table Number 118 displays responses by sex. The range of
responses show a mean of 2.52 for males as compared to 2.85
for females.
125QUESTION: From your observation and knowledge, how would vouestimate the change in the ability of minorities to fSdemployment at your level? rina
Table NO. 114
Administrators Perception of Ability of Minorities to Find
Employment at Their Level vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.5821 1.1167 1.2469 ( 67)
Black 2.6667 1.1547 1.3333 ( 39)
White 2.2857 1.1127 1.2381 ( 7)
Spanish
American
2.8462 .9871 .9744 ( 13)
Indian 2.2000 1.0954 1.2000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 1.6667 1.1547 1.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 115
Administrators Perception of Ability of Minorities to Find
Employment at Their Level vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.5821 1.1167" 1.2469 ( 67)
above 2.3571 1.2774 1.6319 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 2.5455 .9117 .8312 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.5789 1.1698 1.3684 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.1000 1.1972 1.4333 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 ( 2)
Table NO. 116
Administrators Perception of Ability of Minorities to Find
Employment at Their Level vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
r
(
(
(
(
67)All 2.5821 1.1167 1 . 2469
No Label 2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 4)
Local 2.4211 1.0174 1.0351 19)
State 2.3333 1.2247 1.5000 9)30)Federal 2.9000 1.0619 1.1276
Other 2.2000 1.3038 1.7000 ( 5)
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Table NO
. 117
Administrators Perception of Ability of Minorities to Find
Employment at Their Level vs Level of Level o£ Employment
Employment
Level
Mean
All 2.5821
No Label 2.5714
Local 2.4118
State 3.1250
Federal 3.0000
Other 2.00001.0000
2.0000
Standard Variance N
Deviation
1.1167 1.2469 ( 67)
1.2724 1.6190 ( 7)
1.0185 1.0374 ( 34)
1.1260 1.2679 ( 8 )
1.0801 1.1667 ( 13)
1.7321 3.0000 ( 3)
0 0 ( 1 )
0 0 1 )
Table NO . 118
Administrators Perception of Ability of Minorities to Find
Employment at Their Level vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.5821
2.5185
2.8462
Standard
Deviation
1.1167
1.1115
1.1435
Variance
1.2469
1.2355
1.3077
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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Tables 119 through 123 display responses to the question of the
affects of being a minority on control needed to perform job.
The mean response for all population combined is 2.75 (where
2.5 = mean on a 1 - 4 scale).
Tables Number 119 displays responses to this question by race.
The range of responses show a mean of 2.56 for Black respondents
as compared to 3.15 for Spanish sumamed administrators.
Table Number 120 displays responses by salary range. The range
of responses show a mean of 2.32 for respondents in the
$20,000 to $24,999 range as compared to 3.05 for administrators
in the range between $25,000 to $29,999.
Table Number 121 displays responses by type of funds paying
the salary of the respondents . The range of responses show a
mean of 2.44 for respondents paid from State funds as compared
to 3.20 for respondents in the other category.
Table Number 122 displays responses by level of employment.
The range of responses show a mean of 2.00 for respondents
employed at the State level as compared to 3.67 for most
respondents employed in the other category.
Table Number 123 displays responses by sex. The range or
responses show a mean of 2.54 for females as compared to 2.80
for males.
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QUESTION: I believe that being a minority
the control needed to do my job.
negatively affects
Table NO. 119
Respondents Perception of the Affect of Being a Minority
on the Control Needed to Do Job vs Race
Race Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All ' 2.7463 1.1850 1.4043 ( 67)
Black 2.5641 1.2095 1.4629 ( 39)
White 3.0000 1.2910 1.6667 ( 7)
Spanish 3.1538 1.0682 1.1410 ( 13)
American
2.8000 1.0954 1.2000 ( 5)
Hawaiian 2.6667 1.5275 2.3333 ( 3)
Table NO. 120
Respondents Perception of the Affect of Being a Minority on the
Control Needed to Do Job vs Salary Range
Salary
Range
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All
30,000 or
2.7463 1.1850 1.4043 ( 67)
above 2.7143 1.2666 1.6044 ( 14)
25 to 29,999 3.0455 1.1329 1.2835 ( 22)
20 to 24,999 2.3158 1.2043 1.4503 ( 19)
15 to 19,999 3.0000 1.1547 1.3333 ( 10)
14,999 or
less
2.5000 .7071 .5000 ( 2)
Table NO. 121
Respondents Perception of the Affect of Being a Minority on the
Control Needed to Do Job vs Type of Funds Paying Salary
Type of
Funds
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.7463 1.1850 1.4043 ( 67)
No Label 3.0000 1.4142 2.0000 ( 4)
( 19)
( 9)
( 30)
Local 3.1579 1.1673 1 . 3626
State 2 . 4444 1.1304 1.2778
Federal 2.4667 1 . 1666 1.3609
Other 3.2000 1.0954 1.2000 ( 5)
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Table NO. 122
Respondents Perception of the Affect of Being a Minority on theControl Needed to Do Job vs Level of Employment
Employment
Level
Mean Standard
Deviation
Variance N
All 2.7463 1.1850 1.4043 ( 67)
No Label 2.8571 1.4639 2.1429 ( 7)
Local 2.9118 1.1901 1.4162 ( 34)
State 2.0000 1.0690 1.1429 ( 8)
Federal 2.3846 1.0439 1.0897 ( 13)
Other 3.6667 .5774 .3333 ( 3)3.0000 0 0 ( 1)
4.0000 0
_Q.__
--C- -JL)
Table NO. 123
Respondents Perception of the Affect of Being a Minority on the
Control Needed to Do Job vs Sex
Sex
All
Male
Female
Mean
2.7463
2.7963
2.5385
Standard
Deviation
1.1850
1.2034
1.1266
Variance
1.4043
1.4483
1.2692
N
( 67)
( 54)
( 13)
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the
study procedures, findings, limitations of the inquiry,
implications of the inquiry, and recommendations for further
study. The over all objective of this study is to develop a
better understanding of the status of minorities holding
administrative positions.
Summary of Study Procedures
This study is designed to investigate a select population of
minority administrators in terms of factors affecting their
ability to secure employment and the administrative prerogatives
afforded them in carrying out job functions. The information
was collected in the form of a questionnaire. The
questionnaire
was designed to gather information on three primary
areas
:
1) Perceived degree to which the ’’quota"
system influenced
employment
,
2) perceived degree to which minority
administrators
are respected by peers and other employees
and 3) perceived
authority and power the minority administrator
is given to
carry out the position responsibilities.
The data was sorted
for comparison by five categories: 1)
race of respondents.
2) salary range of respondents, 3)
type of funds paying the
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salary of the respondents
,
4) level of employment of the
respondents and 5) sex of the respondents
.
The items in the questionnaire were selected and approved by
a select panal of experts. Each item is characteristic of
factors necessary for the administrator to obtain and execute
any administrative position.
The responses to the questions on job functions were summed
and divided into three equal intervals . The intervals were
designated as high (score = 95 to 69)
,
average (score = 68 to
45) and low (score = 44 to 19). The lowest possible score
for an individual respondent was 19 as compared to the highest
possible score of 95. A Chi-square test was used to delineate
the validity of the data collected. This data was sorted by
race, salary range, employment level and sex.
The mean value was computed for all questions where a
degree
of response was requested. The frequency of response
was
recorded on questions that asked for a "Yes" or No
or
intervals (e.g., 10 to 20 etc.)
Findings
The findings of the study are summarized
in terms of the
three specific research questions stated
in Chapter I:
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1) To what degree does the minority administrator
perceive the "quota" system influencing his/her employment?
2) To what degree does the minority administrator
perceive that he/ she is respected as a leader by peers and
other employees?
3) To what degree does the minority administrator
perceive his/her power to:
a. develop and implement policies
b. participate in decision-making meetings
c. prepare budgets
d. prepare job descriptions
e. select staff
f. prepare proposals for program operation
g. terminate staff
h. promote staff
i. recruit minority staff
The study indicates that minority administrators perceive the
existence of a "minority quota" system in the hiring practices.
This compares favorably with the report made by this author
in Phi Delta Kappan (1977). The respondents to the 1977
study, who were 102 Black educators agreed
that employment
into education administration positions are subject to
"quota
based on race. Moreover, this indicates that
minorities in
educational and other institutions perceive the
same employment
This finding prompts the questions
necessary to
limitations
.
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investigate the treatment of minorities after entrance into
the position of administrator through this "quota" door.
The ability to secure a position was found to also depend
heavily on the ability of the minority to find a sponsor.
The power to sponsor was found to rest more frequently in the
hands of the white reference.
Further, after getting a position a minority administrator
finds that he/she will probably be working for a white super-
visor (frequency = 68 percent) . A comment by a Black respondent
on this question of who runs the organization states "you may
want to note that while our agency is basically Black, the few
Whites who are employed hold key positions. At our last critical
committee meeting three of the seven present were Black."
The study also indicates that minorities are more frequently
hired in organizations that serves a high percentage of minorities
.
The perceived treatment of minority administrators by staff
in general show a definite rank order by race. The data shows
that Whites feel more positive followed in a decreasing order
of positiveness by American Indians, Hawaiians , Spanish sumamed
and lastly Blacks.
The perceived treatment by other administrators also show a
rank order when viewed by race. American Indians
perceweu
the most positive treatment followed in the decreasing
order
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of Hawaiians
,
Whites, Spanish sumamed and Blacks.
The over all perceived power is viewed by summarizing all
related questions. A definite distinction is seen by race.
The ethnic group perceiving the highest power is Hawaiians
,
followed in the decreasing order of Whites
,
American Indians
,
Spanish sumamed and Blacks.
The perceived authority of the administrator to develop and
implement policies show a rank order. The ethnic group per-
ceiving the highest authority was Whites followed in the
decreasing order of American Indians, Hawaiians, Spanish sumamed
and Blacks.
The perceived power to develop and implement policies also
shows a rank order. Again Whites perceive the highest power
followed in the decreasing order of Hawaiians, American Indians,
Spanish sumamed and Blacks.
The perceived level of participation in decision-making meetings
indicated a rank order when viewed by race. Whites and
Hawaiians perceived the highest participation followed in the
decreasing order of Blacks, American Indians, and Spanish
sur-
named
.
The related question on the ability of the
administrator tc
make a final decision also indicated a rank
order. Whites
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perceived the highest ability followed in the decreasing order
of American Indians, Spanish sumamed, Hawaiians and Blacks.
The perceived influence in budget preparation shows a rank
order. The highest perceived influence is expressed by Whites
followed in the decreasing order of Spanish sumamed, Hawaiians,
Blacks and American Indians.
The functions of preparing job descriptions, staff selection
and termination are important to control of the operation.
There is a rank order of power seen when viewed by race.
For the function of preparing job descriptions the ethnic
group perceiving the most power was White. The decreasing
order of influence is seen as Black, Hawaiian, Spanish sumamed
and American Indian.
The two functions of staff selection and termination showed
an identical rank of influence when viewed by race . Hawaiians
perceived the highest influence followed in the decreasing order
of White, Spanish sumamed, American Indians and Blacks.
The last of these functions, minority staff recruitment
, showed
a similar rank order when viewed by race. Hawaiians
were in
the highest rank followed in the decreasing order
of Whites,
Spanish surnamed, Blacks and American Indians.
136
Finatiy
,
the area of perceived influence in the preparation
of the proposal for the program show a rank order when viewed
by race. Whites perceived the highest influence followed in
the decreasing order of Hawaiians
,
Spanish surnamed, Blacks,
and American Indians
.
Limitations of the Inquiry
Before conclusions can be drawn based on the findings of
this study several limitations must be taken into account.
Due to the limited sample size, no statistical testy were
applied in comparing the responses of the different groups.
One of the limitations related to the constraints imposed
in the collection of the data. There were limited respondents
in the study. These respondents were located in many states
in the United States and Puerto Rico. This required that
the questionnaire be mailed. The interpretation of the items
was, therefore, left to the respondent without interaction
on points where individual uncertainties appeared.
Another limitation was that of a testing instrument suitable
for the particular population. A standardized instrument was
not found. Although the instrument was formulated by a panel
of experts, nuances of wording and the use of items which
related generally to administrators may have added a degree
of individual interpretation.
137
Implications of the Findings
In summary, the findings of this study may be described in the
order of getting a position, who supervises the minority
administrator, respect needed to execute the responsibilities
of the position, what clientele is served by minority admini-
trators
,
ability to influence policies, ability to make decisions,
ability to select staff, ability to influence proposal and
the ability to influence the budget.
The data implies that minority administrators:
1) perceive the existence of a "minority quota" system
in hiring
2) are employed in organizations serving a high percentage
of minorities
3) are sponsored by whites in getting a position
4) report to white supervisors
5) perceive less respect from peers and other employees
than whites
6) perceive less participation in decision-making
than
whites
7) perceive less power and authority in
the development
and implementation of policies than whites
8) perceive less influence in budget
making than whites
9) perceive less influence in staff
hiring and termination
than whites
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10) perceive less influence in preparing job descriptions
than whites
,
Recommendations for Further Study
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations
for further study are proposed:
1) The degree of change minority administrators make on
policies of Education Institution vs other institutions.
2) The length of time a minority administrator holds a
position as compared to a white administrator.
3) The degree of upward mobility available and experienced
by minority administrators in organizations.
4) What is the relation between educational change and
the presence of a minority administrator.
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APPENDIX A
ADMINISTRATORS
'
QUESTIONNAIRE
I would appreciate your assistance in filling out this short
questionnaire. Your responses will be helpful in determining
a concensus of opinion of minority*administrators concerning
the items listed.
The questions concern various subjects affecting your profes-
sional life as an administrator. Please answer each question
to the best of your understanding. There is also a space for
your comments
. Please feel free to voice your private feel-
ings on all questions. NO SIGNATURE IS NECESSARY! Thank you
PART I
Circumstances affecting your employment. Circle one number
under each question.
A. From your knowledge and observation, what influence did
"minority quota" needs have on your employment?
1. Extremely high influence
2 . Above average influence
3 . About average influence
4. Less than average influence
5 . No influence at all
B. From your knowledge, does your organization have an ex-
plicit "minority quota" policy?
Yes
No
C. From your knowledge, does your organization enforce the
Equal Opportunity in Employment concept?
1. Completely
2. More than half the time
3. About half the time
4. Less than half the time
5. None of the time
* Definition of Minority: Black, Spanish Surnamed or other
150
D. Did your have a primary sponsor (reference) influencing
your employment?
Yes
No
If yes, what was his/her ethnic group?
Black
White
Spanish surnamed
Other (specify)
E. From your observation and knowledge, in comparison to
white administrators in similar positions, how would
you assess your professional credentials?
1. My credentials are definitely superior
2. My credentials are probably above average
3. My credentials are probably equal
4. My credentials are probably less than average
5. My credentials are definitely inferior
F. From your knowledge, does your organization have an
affirmative action plan?
Yes
No
I don ’ t know
PART II
Impressions of your job. Please circle the appropriate number
A From your observation and knowledge, estimate the
per-
centage of minority administrators in your organization.
1. 907> or above
2. 75%
3. 50%
4. 25%
5. 107o or below
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From your observation and knowledge, estimate the per-
centage of minority employees in your organization.
1 . 907o or above
2. 75%
3. 50%
4. 25%
5. 10% or below
C. Your immediate supervisor is a member of what ethnic
group?
Black
White
Spanish surnamed
Other (specify)
D. In comparison to white administrators in similar posi-
tions, how would you rate the extent of your authority
to develop and implement policies?
1. I definitely have more authority
2. I probably have more than average authority
3. I probably have about equal authority
4. I probably have less authority
5. I can only recommend to the white administrator
E. In comparison to white administrators in similar posi-
tions
,
how would you rate the extent of your power to
develop and implement policies?
1. I definitely have more power
2. I probably have more than average power
3. I probably have about equal power
4. I probably have less than equal power
5 . I have no power at all
F. From your observation and knowledge, estimate the degree
to which you are invited to the decision making meetings.
1. I am always invited
2 . I am invited more than half the time
3 . I am invited about half the time
4. I am invited less than half the time
5 . I am never invited
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From your observation and knowledge, to what extent do
yon influence the preparation of your operations budget?
1. I approve the total budget
2. I prepare more than half the budget
3. I prepare about half the budget
4. I prepare less than half the budget
5. I have nothing to do with the budget
What responsibility do you have in preparing job descrip-
tions?
1. I have responsibility for final approval
2. I have more than half the responsibility for pre-
paring the descriptions
3. I have about half the responsibility for preparing
the descriptions.
4. I have less than half the responsibility for pre-
paring the descriptions
5. I have no input into job descriptions
What influence do you have in staff selection?
1. I have the final approval in staff selection
2. I have the responsibility for recommending the top
candidates
3. I have the responsibility for resume screening
4. I have the responsibility for advertising only
5. I have no responsibility at all in this process
How much of your staff were you able to select?
1. I selected all of my staff
2. I selected more than half of my staff
3. I selected about half of my staff
4. I selected less than half of my staff
5. I selected none of my staff
What influence do you have on the proposal of your oper-
ation?
1. I have the final approval before submission of funds
2. I have more than half the responsibility for prepa-
ration
3. I have about half the responsiblity for preparation
4 ! I have less than half the responsibility for prepa-
ration
I have no responsibility at all5.
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L. What responsibility do you have for terminating staff?
1. I terminate staff directly
2. I make the final recommendation for staff termination
3. I evaluate staff performance only
4. I evaluate staff performance with other staff only
5. I have no responsibility in the staff termination
process
M. What responsibility do you have in staff promotion and
raises?
1. I have final power to promote or give raises
2 . I make the final recommendations for promotions and
raises
3. I make about half the recommendations for promotions
and raises
4. I make less than half the recommendations for promo-
tions and raises
5. I have no responsibility for promotions and raises
N. From your observation and knowledge, what influence do
you have in the recruitment of minority staff?
1. I have all the responsibility
2. I influence more than half the minority recruitment
3. I influence about half the minority recruitment
4. I influence less than half the minority recruitment
5. I have no influence on minority recruitment
O. I believe that being a minority negatively affects the
control needed to do my job.
1. Strongly agree
2. Slightly agree
3. Slightly disagree
4. Strongly disagree
P. From your observation and knowledge, are your decisions
final?
1. All the time
2. More than half the time
3. About half the time
4. Less than half the time
5 . I cannot make a final decision
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Q. Judging from your experiences, how do you believe mi-
nority administrators are treated by other administra-
tors?
1. Minority administrators definitely treated as equal
to white
2. Minority administrators treated equally more than
half the time
3. Minority administrators treated equally about half
the time
4. Minority administrators treated equally less than
half the time
5. Minority administrators treated equally none of the
time
R. From your observations and knowledge, how do you believe
minority administrators are treated by staff in general?
1. Minority administrators definitely treated equal to
white
2. Minority administrators treated eqaully more than
half the time
3. Minority administrators treated equally about half
the time
4. Minority administrators treated equally less than
half the time
5. Minority administrators treated equally none of the
time
S. From your observation and knowledge, how do you believe
minority administrators are treated by minority staff?
1. Minority administrators are definitely treated equal
to white
2. Minority administrators are treated equally more
than half the time
3. Minority administrators are treated equally about
half the time
4. Minority administrators are treated equally less
than half the time
5. Minority administrators are treated equally none of
the time
T. From your observation and knowledge , how do you believe
minority staff respects minority administrators
.
1. Minority staff definitely respect minority admin-
istrators equal to white
2. Minority staff respect minority administrators
equal to white more than half the time
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3. Minority staff respect minority administrators about
half the time
4. Minority staff respect minority administrators less
than half the time
5. Minority staff have no respect for minority adminis-
trators
U. From your observation and knowledge, how would you esti-
mate the change in the ability of minorities to find
employment at your level?
1. It is definitely better than ever before
2. It is somewhat better than when I was hired
3. Chances are about the same as when I was hired
4. Chances are less now than when I was hired
5. Minorities cannot find employment at my level today
Now, to help me classify your answers statistically, may I
ask you a few questions about yourself and your position?
A. Sex
B.
C.
D.
Male
Female
Education
Degree Institution
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate
National Urban Fellows Class
Year
Yr. Graduated
How many years have you been an administrator?
At what level of responsibility are you employed?
Local
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State
Federal
Other (specify)
F. What type of funds pay your salary?
Local taxes
State taxes
Federal funds
Other (specify)
G. How many people work for you?
H. What ethnic group is your largest service population?
Black
Spanish surname
d
White
Other (specify) -
I. Can you employ staff?
Yes
No
J. Can you purchase supplies?
Yes
No
Equipment?
Yes
No
Materials?
Yes
No
Consulting Services?
Yes
No
K. What is your salary range:
1 . $30,
2. $25,
3. $20,
4. $15,
5. $U,
000.00 or
000.00 to
000.00 to
000.00 to
999.00 or
above
$29,999.00
$24,999.00
$19,999.00
less
COMMENTS:
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APPENDIX B
NATIONAL URBAN FELLOWS DIRECTORY
CLASS OF ’70
Clarence Acoya
Supervisor
Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission
1726 Champa Street
Denver, CO 80202
303/837-2101
Joseph Aguayo
Assistant to the President
Children's Television Workshop
1 Lincoln Plaza
New York, NY 10023
212/595-3456
Jack Agueros
Chairman
Friends of Puerto Rico
212 W. 14th Street
New York, NY 10011
212/966-6699
Richard Brooks
Deputy Director of National Vets
1620 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20006
202/293-4900
Gwendolyn Bullock
3003 Van Ness Street
Washington, D. C. 20008
202/362-7998
Paul Carr
Assistant Director Housing
Real Estate
Finance Division
American Banker's Association
1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
202/467-4222
Humberto Cintron
Executive Producer
WNET-TV Channel 13
356 W. 58th Street
New York, NY 10019
212/262-5644
Richard Clark
Legislative Associate
Common Cause
2030 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/833-1200
William Clark
Social Services Analyst
National Capital Housing
Authority
1170 12th Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20430
202/382-8122
Adolf Echeveste
Arizona Department of Eco-
nomic Security
Office of the Deputy Di-
rector
Manager, Manpower Planning
and Evaluation
P. 0. Box 6123
Phoenix, AZ 85005
602/271-5208
H. Mahlon Harmon
Executive Director
Youth for Service
25 14th Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
415/621-5555
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Leon Harper
Deputy Director
L.A. County Dept, of Senior
Citizen Affairs
601 So. Kingsley Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90005
213/385-4221
George Howell, Esq.
Paterson and Parks
101 Marietta Tower, Suite 222
Atlanta, GA 30303
404/577-5940
Philip Johnson
President, National Congress
for Community Economic Develop-
ment
1029 Vermont Avenue, Suite 304
Washington, D.C. 20005
202/659-8411
Robert McAlpine
Assistant Director
Congressional Relations
National Urban League
425 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20004
202/393-4332
Jodie McCrackin
Transportation Officer
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195
206/543-1411
Terry Moore
Executive Director
Newark Watershed Conservation
and Development Corp
.
605 Broad Street
Neward, NJ 07102
201/622-4521
Grady Poulard
Project Manager
U.S. General Accounting
Office
441 G. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548
202/275-6056
Jim Shipp
President, Restoration
Housing Development Corp.
1368 Fulton Street
Brooklyn, NY 11216
212/636-1100
Harold Sims
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Johnson and Johnson
501 George Street
New Brunswick, NJ 08903
201/524-6539
J. Marvin Smith
Contracts Compliance Ad-
ministration
Office of Manpower Planning
Consortium
140 West Flagler
Miami, FL 33128
305/579-4140
Robert Wintersmith
George Warren Brown School
of Social Work
Washington University
St. Louis, MO 63110
314/863-0100
William Wynn
Regional Director, OIC's of
American, Inc.
Region IX Office
1415 5th Avenue
Seattle, WA 98171
206/624-3415
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Edward Atkins
1319 Sevier Avenue
Menlo Park, CA 94025
415/325-6988
Vince Brown
Executive Director
New Orleans Health Corp
.
1000 Howard Ave., Suite 504
New Orleans, LA 70113
504/522-4781
Sandra Butter
Director of Development
South Bronx Community Housing
Corp
.
349 E. 149th Street
Bronx, NY 10451
212/585-2100
James Crawford
Assistant Director
D.C. Municipal Research Bureau,
Inc
.
1612 K. Street, N.W.
,
14th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20006
202/659-8003
Dwight Cropp
Executive Secretary
D.C. Board of Education
415 12th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
202/737-1767
Ruben Dominguez
Assistant Chief Administration
Officer
1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-2891
Joseph Domzalski
Housing Director
National Center for Urban Ethnic
A ffair s
4408 Figure Eight Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20017
202/529-5400
Frank Hunter
Vice President
Contemporary Research, Inc.
1100 Glendon Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024
213/477-5066
Jenaro Hoyos
Chief Operations Officer
PRC-Metronamics
186 E. 116th Street
New York, NY 10028
212/369-6013
Roy Imai
Imai, Wong Associates
3241 Morse Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95821
916/481-1106
James Jaramillo
Director Albuquerque Urban
Observatory
Bandelier Hall West
University of New Mexico
Albuquerque, NM 87131
505/277-5638
Saul Jones
Faith Health Care Facilities
P. 0. Box 908
Florence, SC 29501
803/662-5148
Harold Klubertanz
Legislative Analyst
City of Madison
City-County Bldg.
Madison, WI 53709
608/266-6500
Theodore Lawe
Assistant to the City Ma-
nager and Director
Office of Human Development
Municipal Building
City of Dallas
Dallas, TX 75201
214/748-9711
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Edward H. Lewis
Special Assistant
Senator Jackson's Senate Staff
Russell Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510
202/224-3441
Clarence Markham
Administrative Assistant
Community Development
City Hall
1444 West Garvey Avenue
West Covina, CA 91790
213/962-8631
Avon Matthews
Director
District Of Columbia United Way
95 M. Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20024
202/483-2090
Howard Patton
Section Chief
National Institute of Drug Abuse
11400 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Kelly Simeonoff
Supervisor Procurement
Operations
Alaska Area Native Health
Service
Box 7-741
Archorage, AK 99510
907/279-3352
Jess Sixkiller
State Director, ACTION
522 N. Central Ave
. ,
Rm.
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Phoenix, AZ 85004
602/261-4825
Peter Steward
Director, Minority Student
Affairs
University of Mississippi
Medical Center
2500 N. State Street
Jackson, MS 39216
601/362-4411
Joan Wood
1356 Hyde Park Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60615
George Randels
Special Counsel
Office of Congressman John LaFalce
417 Cannon Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
202/225-3231
Richard Riley
Director
Bureau of Maintenance 6c Operations
Dept, of Aviation
Atlanta International Airport
Atlanta, GA 30320
404/766-2772
William Siembieda
Lecturer
Urban and Renewal Studies Program
Univ. of California at San Diego
La Jolla, CA 92093
714/452-3690
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Luis Alvarez
National Executive Director
ASPIRA of America, Inc.
245 5th Avenue
New York, NY 10016
212/688-7416
Vance Black
Administrative Officer
City of East Palo Alto
2415 University Avenue
East Palo Alto, CA 94303
415/324-1308
Robert Butts
Deputy Director
Dept, of Citizens Assistance &
Public Information
1222 1st Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-5850
James Chandler
Executive Director
Prairie Opportunities, Inc.
225 Washington St.
Starkville ,MS 39759
601/323-7932
Anson Chong
House of Representatives
State Capitol
Honolulu, HI 96813
Josephy Clytus
Director
Office of Management &
Budget
200 N. Walker St.
Municipal Bldg.
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
405/231-2527
Joseph Collazo
PPG Industries (Caribe)
P. 0. Box 3472
Ponce, PR 00731
809/835-4700
Benjamin Cortez
Community Liaison Represen-
tative
Los Angeles County Health
Dept
.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213/974-7711
Edward Hart
Deputy Director
Urban Business Education
Assoc
.
1625 Eye Street
Washington, D.C. 20006
202/785-8211
Barbara Lashley
Interim Chief
Program Planning Division
2134 Grove Street
Berkeley, CA 94704
415/644-6490
David Bowie
Principal Classification and Pay
Analyst
State Department of Civil Service
State Office Bldg.
Albany, NY 12226
518/457-4815
Ezunial Burtz
Executive Assistant to the Mayor
Mayor's Office
City Hall
. Los Angeles, CA 90012
213/485-5433
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Byron A. Lee
1065 Willmohr Street
Brooklyn, NY 11212
Michael McGee
Principal Administrative Analyst
290 Maple Court
County Executive Office
Ventura, CA 93003
805/648-6131
Richard Monteilh
Dir. of Minority Executive Place-
ment
Inter-City Management Assoc.
1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/293-2200
Benjamin Montijo
Deputy Executive Director
Housing Authority, Fresno
P. 0. Box 11985
Fresno, CA 93776
209/485-3340
Frank Peterson
Executive Director
Kodiak Area Native Assoc.
Box 172
Kodiak, AK 99615
907/486-5726
Manning Peterson
Manning Peterson Associates
P. 0. Box 9386
Berkeley, CA 94709
Gabriel Rodriguez
Director of Human Services
100 N. Garfield
Pasadena, CA 91101
213/577-4071
Wilbert Tatum
Director of the Mayor's Office
Apparel Industry Planning and
Development
151 W. 40th Street
New York, NY 10018
212/354-7340
Lourdes Travieso
Director of Bi-Lingual
Teacher Corp
.
Office of Bi-Lingual Edu-
cation
66 Court Street
Brooklyn, NY 10021
212/596-6585
Doris Woods
Public & Community Affairs Off.
Office of Public 6c Comm. Affairs
600 N. Alameda Street
Compton, CA 90224
Odessa Wollfolk
Birmingham Co-ordinator of
the Urban Reinvestment
Task Force
University of Alabama at
Birmingham
Center for Urban Affairs
Birmingham, AL 35294
205/934-3500
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Fil Chavez
Community Development Director
City Hall
Leavenworth, KS 66048
913/682-9201 x. 56
Louis Clark
165 Small Road
Syracuse, NY 13210
Severo Esquivel
Assistant City Manager
County City Building
930 Tacoma Avenue South
Tacoma, WA 98402
206/593-4700
Ruben Flores
Planning Administrator
Dept, of Planning
130 Park Center Plaza
San Jose, CA 95113
408/277-4000 x. 4751
Louis Galvez
Program Officer
Development Assoc., Inc.
120 Madeira Drive, N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87108
505/265-3651
Gordon Graham
Connecticut Housing Finance
Authority
1179 Main Street
Hartford, CT 06103
203/525-9311
Angela Hogan
Associate, ICF , Inc.
1990 N. Street
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/785-3440
Edward Johnson
Assistant Principal,
Chastain
4650 Manhattan Rd.
Jackson, MS 39206
601/982-8944
Ruby Magee
Vice President
Restoration Funding Corp
.
1368 Fulton Street
Brooklyn, NY 11216
212/636-1100 x. 245
Jerome Miller
Director
City Dept, of Community
Development
P. 0. Box 911
Charlottesville, VA 22901
804/295-4177
Carlos Morales
Director of Projects
Office of Minority Affairs
Corporation for Public
Broadcasting
1111 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/293-6160
Edward Ochotorena
Assistant Controller
Newspaper Printing Associ-
ation
401 Mills Street
El Paso, TX 79902
915/532-1661
Lt. Charles Parks
Police Department
400 W. Broadway
Long Beach, CA 90801
213/436-9811
Wallace Stokes
Consultant
Principal Spectrum Northwest
440A Fulton Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
415/558-2131
Joseph Velez
Urban Consultant
259 Lennox Street
New Haven, CT 06513
203/469-3202
William Wiley
Deputy Branch Chief
Health Facilities Branch
300 S. Wacker Dr., 34th Floor
Chicago, IL 60606
Alton Yates
Administrative Assistant to the
Mayor
City Hall
Jacksonville, FL 32202
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Joseph Benitez
Consultant
Guidance Associates
Smithsonian Institute
792 Columbus Avenue, Apt, 3K
New York, NY 10025
212/749-2927
Susan Bing
Senior Administrative Analyst
Office of the County Executive
290 Maple Court
Ventura, CA 93003
805/648-6131
George Caravalho
Assistant City Manager
City of San Mateo
330 W. 20th Avenue
San Mateo, CA 94403
415/574-6710
Alexandreena Dixon
Legislative Analyst
Office of Executive Deputy
Commissioner
Correctional Services
State of New York
The State Office Building Campus
Albany, NY 12226
Joseph Garcia
Assistanct City Manager
4950 S.W. Hall Boulevard
Beaverton, OR 97005
503/644-2191
Clarence Hodges
Director
Department of Human Resources
City-County Building
Indianapolis, IN 46204
317/633-3150
Cecelia Jakovich
Staff Assistant
Democratic National Com-
mittee
Compliance Review Commis-
sion
625 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/797-5900
Jamie Jones
Special Assistant
Governmental Agency Affairs
N.Y. State Division for
Youth
84 Holland Avenue
Albany, NY 12208
Mary Kane
.
Community Development Co-
ordinator
Community Development De-
partment
Madison County Courthouse
Edwardsville
,
IL 62025
618/692-4386
Elza Minor
Project Director
Newark Economic Development
Corp
.
744 Broad St.
,
Suite 1502
Newark, NJ 07102
201/643-2790
Barbara Montana
Assistant to the Director
Local Policy Research
801 N. First Street
Managers Dept.
San Jose, CA 95110
408/277-4000 x.4561
Ronald Montoya
Assistant to the Mayor
City Hall
4th and Marquette
Albuquerque, NM 87102
505/766-7851
Woodrow Parker
Administrative Assistant
City of Scottsdale
3939 Civic Center Plaza
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
602/994-2521
David Rivers
Deputy Director
Budget Policy Evaluation
Department of Budget and Planning
68 Mitchell Street
Atlanta, GA 30303
404/658-6412
Susan Schreiber
Personnel Systems Manager
Bureau of Personnel Services
510 Southwest Montgomery, Room 17
Portland, OR 97201
503/248-4157
Juan Vigil
Administrative Coordinator
Office of the Mayor
City Hall, Room M-20
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213/485-5158
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Theresa Flores Adamowski
Senior Administrative Analyst
City of Hartford
City Hall .
550 Main Street
Hartford, CT 06108
203/566-6240
Richard L. Garcia
Assistant to the Mayor
202 C Street
City Administration Building
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-6330
Russel H. Givens, Jr.
Development Secialist
Office of Community Development
414 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 64106
816/274-1224
Margaret Keane
Assistant
Legislative Affairs
HUD
451 7th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20410
202/225-5126
Marvin McGraw
Legislative Assistant
Congressman John Conyers
Rayburn House Office Building
Washinton, D.C. 20036
202/225-5126
Diane Morales
Community Specialist
Technical Assistance Office
Community Services Society
105 E. 22nd Street
New York, NY 10010
212/254-8900 x. 354
David Pascal
Special Assistant to the
Director
Environmental Analysis Di-
vision
County of San Diego
9150 Chesapeak Road
San Diego, CA 92123
Janice Peters
Executive Assistant to the
Mayor
1126 City-County Building
Detroit, MI 48226
313/224-3440 x. 41
Miriam Reid
Consultant
Joint Center for Political
Studies
1426 H. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
Eugene Sandoval
Physicist
Los Alamos Scientific La-
boratory
P. 0. Box 1663
Los Alamos, NM 87544
505/667-7172
Ralph Shackelford
Fiscal and Administration
Chief
1233 First Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-6626
Roy C . Brooks
Field Manager
Community Services Administration
1200 Main Street
Dallas, TX 75202
214/749-1345
Constance Smyser
Energy Conservation Consultant
City of Palo Alto
Palo Alto, CA 94301
415/329-3311
Callie Struggs
Fund Co-ordinator
Office of Human Development
500 S. Ervay, Room 647A
Dallas, TX 75201
214/748-9711 X. 1403
Danny Terrell
Special Assistant to the Finance
Director
City Hall
414 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 64106
816/274-1732
Joan Werner
Administrative Assistant
Integrated Planning Office
1600 Pacific Highway
County of San Diego
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-4597
William Winston
Administrative Coordinator to the
Mayor
City Hall
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213/485-4475
170
CLASS OF '76
Earl Anzai
Special Assistant to the Executive
Director
Comprehensive Planning Organiza-
tion
1200 Third Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101
714/233-5211 x. 66
Arnold Bray
Special Assistant to the Com-
missioner
U. S. Office of Education
HEW Regional Office
50 Fulton St., Room 445
San Francisco, CA 94102
415/556-4920
David Brochl
Special Assistant
Dade County- Dept, of Housing &
Urban Development
P. 0. Box 350250
1401 N.W. 7th Street
Miami, FL 33125
305/643-1150
Mollie Fresques
Special Assistant to the County
Executive
Ventura County Executive's Office
290 Maple Court, Suite 210
Ventura, CA 93001
805/648-6131
Manuel Herrera
Special Assistant to the Mayor
1200 Municipal Building
Seattle, WA 98104
206/583-4593
Jamie Jenkins
Special Assistant to the City
Manager
801 N. First Street
San Jose, CA 95128
408/277-4000 x. 4016
Floyd Johnson
Special Assistant to the
Mayor
220 East Bay Street
Jacksonville, FL 32202
904/633-2226
Harvey Johnson
Office of Assistant Se-
cretary
Community Planning 6c De-
velopment, HUD
451 7th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20410
202/755-5965
Julianne Johnson
Special Assistant to the
City Manager
City-County Building
Tacoma, WA 98402
206/593-4700
Lynn Lively
Special Assistant to the
City Manager
2134 Grove Street
Berkeley, CA 94704
415/644-6580
Esther Lucas
Office of the Governor
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814
916/445-0875
Diosdado Marrero
Special Assistant
Deputy County Manager for
Human Resources
County Administration
Building
1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101
714/236-2891
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Ernest Martinez
Special Assistant to the
Executive Director
Southern California Assoc.
of Governments
600 S. Commonwealth Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90005
213/385-1000
Raymond Ocasio
Assistant to the Business
Administrator
City Hall
920 Broad Street
Newark, NY 17102
201/733-8019
Faye Paige
Special Assistant to the Mayor
City Hall
Detroit, MI 48226
313/224-3445
Glenn Shoate
Special Assistant to the City
Manager
City Hall
Dallas, TX 75201
214/748-9711
Donnie Stovall
Special Assistant to the
City Manager
City Hall
Cincinnati, OH 45202
513/352-3000
Clinton Tatum
Special Assistant to the Acting
Director
Office of Revenue Sharing
2401 E. Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20226
202/634-5157
Price Whitaker
Special Assistant to the City
Manager
414 E. 12th Street
Kansas City, MO 64106
816/274-2364
Celesta Wiley
Special. Assistant to the
Mayor
City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012
213/485-4408
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APPENDIX
COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
Identifying
Data
Race Sex
W F Part I, Question A: From your knowledge, what
influence did "minority quota" needs have on
your employment?
The minority administrators in this office do
not conform to your definition; we are both
women
!
W F Part I, Question B: From your knowledge, does
your organization have an explicit "minority
quota" policy?
Goals and timetables in accordance with EEOC
guidelines for 2nd generation AA plan.
B M Unknown- strongly suspected.
B M Part I, Question C: From your knowledge, does
your organization enforce the Equal Opportun-
ity in Employment concept?
*
At their convenience
.
B F Part I, Question B: The city of Detroit has
an affirmative action program for civil
servants. Among the Mayor's appointed staff
a 50-50 policy is maintained.
IN M Part II, Ouestion G: From your observation
and knowledge, to what extent do you influence
the preparation of your operations budget?
Federal Government . . .
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B F ^art Question H: What responsibility do
you have in preparing job descriptions?
Civil Service prepares job description.
B F Part II, Question I: What influence do you
have in staff selection?
Staff selection is normally done by civil
service
.
B M Part II, Question J: How much of your staff
were you able to select?
An independent process.
IN M I am no longer the supervisor for procurement
operations. When I was, I had to be forceful,
IN M Part II, Question I: What influence do you
have in staff selection?
I make recommendations and my ideas are taken
into consideration.
IN M Part II, Question E: In comparison to white
administrators in similar positions, how
would you rate the extent of your power to
develop and implement policies?
Sometim.es I have to be forceful but I lose as
much as I win.
IN M Part II, Question F: From your observation
and knowledge, estimate the degree to which
you are invited to the decision making meet-
ings .
Same applies as above--I usually get in 50/o
of the time.
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M Fart II, Question H: What responsibility do
you have in preparing job descriptions?
Job descriptions are usually standard civil
service
.
IN M Part II, Question L: What responsibility do
you have for terminating staff?
I have in past but don't usually make final
decisions
.
B F Part II, Question M: What responsibility do
you have in staff promotion and raises?
Promotions and raises are 95% a function of
seniority
.
W F We have a job related civil service system
with a charter mandated rule of three-scan
select from the top three who pass examina-
tions .
IN M Part II, Question N: From your observation
and knowledge
,
what influence do you have in
the recruitment of minority staff?
Sometimes its a battle.
B M Part II, Question 0: I believe that being a
minority negatively affects the control needed
to do my job without side contracts and busi-
ness associates
.
W F As a white woman.
B F Part II, Question N: From your observation
and knowledge, what influence do^you have in
the recruitment of minority staff?
Recruitment is done by civil service or
appointed by mayor
.
175
Identifying
Data
Race
IN
Sex
M Currently I am in the office of planning, and
therefore do not administer programs!
B M Most blacks I know in administration are hired
on soft money
,
Federal funds
. We should have
a special interest in maintaining Federal funds.
B M I want to bring to your attention the fact that
the white system is playing black women off
against black men for jobs. It wants to keep
us fighting each other.
B M I think it is getting worse. It's not "we
don’t hire niggers" now. It's "you have the
education but you don't have the 10 years
experience" knowing that blacks were not being
hired 10 years ago
.
IN M I think my answers reflect that I have to force
my way periodically. . . so they don't forget
I'm around.
B F My comments and answers are probably somewhat
unique since I am employed as a legislative
assistant in a congressional office. There
are very few guidelines and policies governing
congressional offices and pay scales ... equal
opportunities ... etc
.
,
are mostly controlled by
the individual members. Patronage is most
important here
.
H M I am returning this questionnaire only as a
courtesy. The situation here in Hawaii is
atypical of the situation for minorities else-
where in the U.S. Non-whites compose about
657o of the population and exert a great deal
of control in the public sector as well as
the private sector.
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S M Many of jour questions have two answers, be-
cause within my unit I make all decisions.
Outside of my unit I own nobody. I produce
a television program from a local station,
using Federal funds for national distribution.
Any decisions countermanding mine are made
only because I am not physically able to put
my show on the air without the station or PBS
(Public Broadcasting System)
. I hire all my
staff, I set their salaries, yet when the
budget has been set I cannot alter position
or salaries
.
B M I am the executive director of a youth agency.
Most of our clients are black and the rest
principally minority. The agency was founded
20 years ago by a white man. Americans Friends
Society Quakers. Since that beginning, all
executive directors, full time, have been
black. I hope my responses are helpful in
your endeavors
.
B M Some of the questions are not applicable to
my situation in that it is a 4-person depart-
ment and I am the 2nd man. All minority ad-
ministrators are in the same department.
There are some questions that were answered
but will give a basis that is not applicable.
W F The questions do not specifically apply to me
as I am a white female. I have, however,
attempted to supply you with information. .
.
I hope it will be helpful.
B M You may want to note that while our agency is
basically black, the few whites who are em-
ployed hold key positions . At our last criti-
cal committee meeting, 3 of the 7 present
were black.
B M I am attached to one of a total police organi-
zation. Therefore, some of the responses are
necessarily subjective due to the nature of
civil service and other areas of influence
.
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M Part II, Question S: From your observation
and knowledge, how do you believe minority
administrators are treated by minority staff?
There are problems here in Alaska. Natives
historically have been made to believe in the
great white father image
.
B M Part II, Question T: From your observation
and knowledge, how do you believe minority
staff respects minority administrators?
Depending on circumstances and needs of other
minority staff at the time.
B F Part II, Question U: From your observation
and knowledge, how would you estimate the
change in the ability of minorities to find
employment at your level?
There is more need now for minorities to have
inside "contacts"; however, blacks in admini-
stration often do not assist other blacks for
fear they will be accused of "reverse" dis-
crimination .
B M Blacks seem to avoid hiring blacks. They seem
to think that they have to be super fair and
to prove it they hire blacks with greater dif-
ficulty than do some whites in the same posi-
tion .
B M Part III, Question C: Your immediate super-
visor is a member of what ethnic group?
I am the chief executive
.
B F Part III, Question J: Can your purchase
equipment?
Not without approval; materials, not without
city council approval.
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B M Tragic
Your instrument seems to be thorough. May I
suggsst
>
however
,
that you lend some weight
to the actual title and work performed to
respondent
.
S M While I don't directly supervise anyone, I
do have management responsibilities for ap-
proximately 450 persons. These people are
employed by agencies that are funded by my
agency and I have the responsibility for the
agencies
.
B M Answers above are for the department (fire)
. .
.
not city wide.
B M The term "quota" is inappropriate. We don't
use it as it implies fixed limits, inflexible
standards and aids the enemies of affirmative
action. Despite the fact that many of them
have had zero quotas for minorities for years
.
We prefer quotas and timetables which business
pursues every year in financial terms , sales
,
marketing, personnel, purchasing, etc.
S M I am in a position to recommend policy, not
set it.
Key:
N = 27
B = Black
W = White
S = Spanish
IN = Indian
H = Hawaiin
M = Male
F = Female

